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THE RETIREMENT Of Mr. Baron Martin from the Court 
of Exchequer will be the subject of very general regret, 
and it will be long ere the memory of his great practical 
knowledge, shrewd common sense, and genial humour 
faces from Westminster Hall. His professional posi- 
tion as leader of the Northern Circuit, had, as a matter of 
course, rendered him familiar with commercial law before 
his elevation to the bench, and many of his judgments 
have since shown that upon other legal subjects he had 
at command ample stores of knowledge and a singular 
capacity for applying them to particular cases. He cer- 
tainly contributed much to the strength of the Court of 
Exchequer, and from the date of his appointment by Lord 
Truro, in November 1850, until now, has always remained 
a prominent figure among his brethren. He was em- 
= a “strong” judge, and never hesitated, either in 

me or at Nisi Prius, to act promptly and decidedly upon 
the opinion he had formed. But his principal character- 
istic was his intense’ desire to do justice. He was im- 
patient of merely technical defences, and his generous 
sympathies may sometimes have led him to strain the 
forms of the law a little in favour of a suitor whom he 
conceived to have right on his side. The fault, if it be 
afault, is a good one, and may perhaps have been caused 
by the circumstance that when Baron Martin joined the 
Exchequer, Baron Parke (Lord Wensleydale), who, with 
allhis great powers, was to some extent the slave of 
technicality, was the ruling spirit of the court. 

Baron Martin was educated (as were also the late Mr. 
Justice Willes and Mr. Justice Keating) at Trinity Col- 
lege, Dublin, where he graduated in the year 1821. In 
Mr. Foss’ Lives of the Judges it is stated that he was 
also D.C.L. of the University of Dublin, but the date 
of his receiving that honour is not given. He wasa 
fon-in-law of Lord Chief Baron Pollock, and _ his 
only daughter is married to Mr. Macnaghten, a well- 

member of the equity bar. He will carry with 
him into his retirement from active life the good wishes 
of every member of the bench and the bar. No judge 
ever been more popular and more deservedly popular 
than he. Though he has reached the age of seventy- 
three, his intellect and physical vigour are comparatively 
untouched by time, and it is only in consequence of an 
increasing difficulty in hearing that he has thought it 
advisable to tender his resignation. In this matter, as 
inall others through his long and honourable career, 
he has been governed by an unselfish desire to consult 
the interests of the public in preference to his own per- 
*nal inclinations. 





Mx. Jusrics Keatina has, after hearing elaborate ar- 
Guments on both sides, advised the Bishop of Exeter to 
Proceed with his visitation of Exeter Cathedral, and 
| Mtticles of inquiry as to the new reredos have accordingly 
been exhibited and answered under protest by the Dean 
and There can be little doubt that, so far, at 


learned judge has come to a correct conclusion. Prece- 
dents for such an inquiry exist anong the archives of the 
Cathedral of Exeter, and although none are more modern 
than 1679, that circumstance is explained by the fact that 
from the year 1700 until the appointment of Dr. Temple 
the Bishop was always a canon and the treasurer of the 
Cathedral, and thus cognisant as a member of the 
chapter of whatever might be doing in reference to the 
management of the services or the ornamentation of the 
fabric. The case, therefore, will now be heard upon its 
merits, and should the decision be adverse to the Dean 
and Chapter, we presume the Bishop will proceed to 
sentence. Then, and not earlier (see In re Dean of York, 
2 Q. B. at page 7, note), will arise an opportunity for 
applying to the Court of Queen’s Bench for a prohibition, 
should the Dean be determined to continue to contest the 
jurisdiction of the Bishop. It is clear that the Bishop 
cannot punish anyone for any offence against ecclesiastical 
law by a mere act of personal authority. He must pro- 
ceed in court (Dean of York's case, ubi sup.). But in 
what court? Can he, since the passing of the Church 
Discipline Act (3 & 4 Vict. c. 86), hold a court other- 
wise than in accordance with its provisions? If he 
cannot, his visitatorial jurisdiction seems to be prac- 
tically of no value except in a case where the persons 
visited, of their own free will, obey any admonition 
which the bishop may think fit to issue. The point is 
one of great importance, and although touched upon in 
the Dean of York's case (ubi sup.) was not decided. 
There the Archbishop had deprived the Dean for certain 
alleged simoniacal practices without process of court at 
all, and simply by virtue of his authority as visitor (see 
2 Q. B. at p. 44). This the Court of Queen’s Bench 
(Lord Denman, C.J., Patteson, Williams, and Coleridge, JJ.) 


j held that he could not do. They further intimated that 


any proceeding which ended in a sentence of deprivation 
must be instituted under the provisions of the 3 & 4 
Vict. c. 86, and not otherwise. But this was in reality 
a dictum only, as it was not essential to the decision of 
the case. But it is difficult to see what mode of pro- 
cedure “‘in court’’ can ever be legally adopted except 
that pointed out by the above Act. 





WE RECENTLY REFERRED to the little use that has been 
made of section 92 of the Railways Clauses Act, 1845, 
whereby railway companies are bound to allew other 
persons to use their lines with engines and carriages. 
This section has received further judicial consideration in 
a case (reported since our observations appeared) of The 
Powell Duffryn Steam Coal Company v. The Taff Vale 
Railway Company (22 W. R. 182). In that case Hall, 
V.C., refused an injunction commanding the company to 
allow user of the line on the ground that mandatory in- 
junctions are only granted when the acts required are 
simple and such as the Court could see done, whereas the 
relief sought involved a continuous act on which questions 
would constantly arise. It was urged by the counsel for 
the plaintiffs, and not denied by the Vice-Chancellor, 
that the effect of the decision was to render the 92nd 
section practically inoperative; but his Honour declined 
to extend the jurisdiction of the Court upon that ground, 
It is to be observed that by section 108 railway com- 
panies may make regulations generally for regulating 
the travelling upon or using and working the railway, 
none of which regulations are to “authorise the closing 
of the railway, or prevent the passage of engines or 
carriages on the railway at reasonable times,” and all of 
which are (section 118) “ to be applicable alike to the 
carriages of the company and to the carriages of other 
companies and persons using the railway.” These sec- 

tions and section 92 show with the utmost plainness the 

rightof every memberof the public to bring his ownengines 

and carriages on the line of any railway ; andthe only ques- 

tion is, by what legal proceedings the right can beasserted, 

Not, so says the learned Vice-Chancellor, in a Court of 

Equity. And he seemed inclined to think not in a Court of 





all events, as the exhibition of articles is concerned, the 


Law either. We must confess, however, that we should 
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like to see what would be the result of an application to the 
Court of Queen’s Bench for a mandamus to a railway com- 
pany, not perhapsto admit the applicant’s engines and car- 
riages upon their line, but rather to make “ regulations” 
under section 108 under which they would be admitted. 
And the question may be raised whether, inasmuch as 
“ traffic” in the Regulation of Railways Act, 1873, 
includes “ not only passengers,” &c., but also “ carriages, 
waggons, trucks, and vehicles of every description 
adapted for running or passing on the railway” of any 
company, and as the Railway Commissioners are em- 
powered by that Act to compel the companies to 
“ afford all reasonable facilities for the receiving, for- 
warding, and delivering of traffic,’ the matter is not 
within the jurisdiction of the Railway Commissioners, 
who are of course far better qualified than either the 
Courts of Law or Equity to dispose of it. 





LITTLE ATTENTION seems to have been attracted by a 
result which appears to flow from the transfer of the 
business of the London Court of Bankruptcy to the Ex- 
chequer Division of the High Court under the Judicature 
Act. By section 70 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, “‘ every 
attorney and solicitor of the Superior Courts . .. in 
matters before the Chief Judge or Registrars in the 
London Court of Bankruptcy, in Court or in chambers, 
may appear and be heard without being required to 
employ counsel.” The London Court of Bankruptcy is 
consolidated with the Supreme Court by section 3 of the 
Judicature Act, and Bankruptcy business is, by section 
34, assigned to the Exchequer Division of the High Court. 
Section 87 provides that “ all persons admitted as solici- 
tors, attorneys, or proctors of, or by law empowered to 
practise in, any Court the jurisdiction of which is hereby 
transferred to the High Court or Court of Appeal, shall 
be called solicitors of the Supreme Court, and shall be 
entitled to the same privileges and be subject to the same 
obligations, so far as circumstances will permit, as if this 
Act had not passed.”” The phrase “so far as circum. 
stances will permit” is somewhat indefinite, but it seems 
clear that there is nothing in the circumstance that the 
Exchequer Division is a branch of the High Court which 
ought to take away the existing privilege of solicitors to 
be heard in bankruptcy cases. Thus solicitors will estab- 
lish a right to argue an important class of cases before 
the High Court—a result which may prove to be of more 
moment than might at first sight appear. 





Tus weex has witnessed the termination of the two 
cases which have so long occupied the attention of the 
Railway Commissioners. We much regret the sudden 
withdrawal of the Dover case as it had seemed likely to 
open out the novel and most important question of how 
far the remedies of the Railway and Canal Traffic Act 
can be applied to cases of absolute, as distinct from 
comparative, insufficiency of accommodation. As to Mr. 
Goddard's case the iaw is perfectly clear, that railway 
companies, when they charge for carrying and collec- 
tion and delivery in one lump sum, must make certain 
allowances to persons who choose to collect and 
deliver themselves. The difficulty is to determine the 
amount of the allowance to be made. The first step 
towards this is to get thecompany to distinguish between 
the charge for carriage, and that for collection and deli- 
very, and the new Act expressly enables the commissioners 
to enforce such a distinction. The point incidentally 
raised in the case, that the London and South Western 
Railway Company may charge what sum it pleases for 
the transport of goods—on the ground that although 
the charge of “tolls” is limited, these “tolls” relate 
only to the conveyance of goods by engines and waggons 
belonging to private persons, and that under the Com- 
pany’s Acts they are authorised to add to these tolls such 
charges as they think proper for the conveyance of 
goods by their own engines and waggons—is sufficiently 





railways are in the same case. The question, we imagine, 
can only be solved by a minute scrutiny of numerous 
special Acts. 





Wovtp ir se too much of a first principle for Parlia- 
ment to discuss whether the principle “ actus non facit 
reum nisi mens sit rea’’ is to be reversed or retained? It 
is often extremely hard to say whether an Act of Parlia- 
ment is intended to override this principle. Sometimes, 
indeed, the act is made the offence, as in the Mines Act, 
1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 77, s. 8), and the offender is de. 
clared guilty “ unless he proves that he had taken all 
reasonable means” to prevent the contravention of the 
statute. A similar form may be found in the Cattle 
Diseases Act (30 & 31 Vict. c. 125, s. 149). Sometimes, 
however, the intention to defeat the principle appears 
from the insertion of the word “ knowingly” in one 
clause, and the omission of it in another immediately 
following, which we take to be the ground of the decision 
in Fitzpatrick v. Kelly (21 W. BR. 681, L. R. 8 Q. B. 337) 
upon section 2 of the Adulteration Act, 1872, a decision 
on other grounds not free from doubt. Very often “ know. 
ingly”’ appears in a statute in cases where its inser. 
tion was pure surplusage, according to old-fashioned 
notions of criminal law (see the Licensing Act, passim), 
And this is being done so frequently that it may possibly 
one day come to be argued that the principle has become 
tacitly reversed, and that unless words of intention can 
be found in the section describing the offence, the offen- 
der is to be deemed guilty whether he has a guilty mind 
or not. ‘The uncertainty of the usage is becoming 
troublesome in the construction of modern statutes, 
and unless the Legislature is prepared for the future 
to take the principle as implied in all cases, and con- 
sequently to declare the individual exceptions to it in 
precise terms, it may be found necessary at no very 
distant date to remove doubts by some such clumsy 
device as an Act defining the class of cases in which a 
guilty mind is not to be essential to constituting the 
offence. 








THE LICENSING ACT, 1872. 

It seems probable that the next session may witness 
an attempt to alter or repeal some of the most burden- 
some clauses of the recent statute. If any measure of 
the kind should pass into an Act, it is hoped that the 
opportunity of simplifying and clearing up the law will 
not be lost. It is a truism to say that, in point of draft- 
ing, the late Act is a disgrace to the statute book. “A 
more puzzling and confusing mode of dealing with an 
intricate matter I never met with,’ said Cockburn, CJ., 
in Leg. v. Smith (21 W. R. 382, L. R. 8 Q. B. 146). 
“When it is proposed to consolidate the law on any 
subject,’ said Blackburn, J., in the same case, “ the 
proper mode of dealing with it is to repeal all former 
Acts. In the present case we have fifteen Acts more 
or less on the same subject; and then the new licensing 
Act is passed which repeals three or four of the old Acts 
in toto, and of the remaining eleven or twelve certain 
sections are repealed, some in whole, some in part; 80 
that we have fragments of twelve Acts, besides the new 
one, all more or less in force.” We propose to notice 
some of the more salient difficulties in the order of the 
sections, and to suggest such improvements as have 
occurred tous. Such a review will, we hope, be found 
to include sufficiently the crucial points of the other 
licensing Acts, inasmuch as they are all more or less 
affected by the recent one. We may premise that two 
general difficulties run through the whole law of the 
subject: (1) the co-existence of two distinct licensing 
authorities, the Inland Revenue and the magistracy, the 
natural tendency of the first being to multiply licences, 
and of the second to diminish their number ; and (2) the 
co-existence under separate statutory titles of (a) the 
houses licensed under the Licensing Act of 1828, and (0) 





startling, especially when it is suggested that all other ' the houses licensed under the Wine and Beerhouse Act, 
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1869, renewal being in the first case (legally) in the abso- 
lute discretion of the magistrates, while in the second it 
is absolutely discretionary only as to a certain class, 
namely, houses which were not on May 1, 1869, licensed 
or which, being then licensed, have not continued so, 
(see Reg. v. Curzon, 21 W. R. 887, L. R. 8 Q. B. 400) for 
the sale of beer, cider, or wine to be: drunk on the 
premises. The first difficulty is, perhaps, incurable, 
though it might be lessened by lessening the number of 
the kinds of licences, now amounting to thirteen, and by 
an Excise Consolidation Act running parallel with the 
Act of 1872; the second is curable by the simple expe- 
dient of reducing both classes of house to a common 
denomination, with the same statutory right, or no right, 
to a renewal. 

We will now proceed to the sections in detail. By 
section 3 it is provided that “no person shall sell or ex- 
pose for sale by retail any intoxicating liquor without 
being duly licensed or at any place where he 
is not authorised by his licence to sell the same.’”’ Pass- 
ing over the somewhat theoretical point whether all the 
boarding-houses in England anid half the clubs in Pall 
Mall come within this section, we notice that the section 
is subject to no less than nine savings enumerated in 
section 72, and one of them is “ the sale of intoxicating 
liquor on special occasions in pursuance of the provisions 
in that behalf enacted.” These provisions are contained 
inno less than four separate statutes (6 Geo. 4, c. 81, s. 11, 
25 Vict. c. 22, 26 & 27 Vict. c. 33, ss. 19, 20, and 27 Vict. 
¢. 18, s. 5). Section 3, therefore, should have begun with 
“subject as hereinafter mentioned,” and “the provi- 
sions” (many of which, by the way, are rendered un- 
necessary by section 29 of the Act itself) should either 


- be repealed or consolidated, as the case may require. 


“Sale by retail,” too, the very foundation of the Act, 
obviously requires definition, and yet, when we turn to 
the interpretation clause (section 74), we find that it 
means sale “in such quantities as is declared to be sale 
by retail by any Acts relating to the sale of intoxicating 
liquors.”” As far as we can discover, these Acts are five 
in number ; but seeing that the definition includes every 
unrepealed excise Act in part materid, they may be 
fifty for all we know. 

A defect more easily remedied is the co-existence of 
the Act, 35 Geo. 3, c. 113, which imposes other penalties 
for sale without licence, and which has been decided to 
be a Police, and not an Excise Act (Jex v. Hanson, 4 
B. & Ald. 519, 521). The ipso facto disqualification 
upon a second conviction, which is prescribed by that 
Act, is of course impliedly repealed by section 3 of the 
present one, but it is not so apparent that the minimum 
pemalty of £5 is repealed also, and our own opinion 
(for reasons which it would be too wearying to state 
here) is that it is not. 35 Geo. 3, c. 113, should be re- 
pealed expressly. We may notice, however, that it has 
been robbed of many of its terrors in an unexpected 
Manner already. It applies to “ exciseable” liquors 
only, and neither sweet wines, nor even beer, are excise- 
able liquors. One would not have expected such a 
thing, but so it has been held (see Jones v. Whitaker, 
18 W. R. 1197, L. R. 5 Q. B. 541). We next come to the 

vision in section 13 against “ permitting drunkenness.” 

e incline to think (notwithstanding the controversy it 
taised) that no great difficulty will be experienced in its 
application, if the old maxim is remembered and ap- 
plied fully, qui prohibere potest consentire habetur ; and 
We are satisfied that any attempt at a finer discrimination 
would prove a failure. 

A similar comment may be made on section 14, which 

poses a penalty for harbouring prostitutes, An ap- 
ao similar, but slightly distinct, provision is to be 

ndin 10 & 11 Vict. c. 89, 8. 35, which should either 
repealed, or if it be intended to keep it alive for the 
sake of the morality of refreshment houses not needing 
& magistrate’s licence, should be assimilated. A publi- 
ean might-be proceeded against under either section 
(see Cole v. Coulton, 8 W. R. 412, 2 KE. & E, 695), and 





the co-existence of the two might lead to confusion and 
inconvenience. 

Passing to the provisions of section 12 against drunk- 
enness, when we consider that whether a man be found 
“ drunk” or not is very mucha matter of opinion, that a 
policeman from the nature of the case is often the only 
witness, and that on such a statement falsely sworn to 
it will be almost impossible to convict for perjury, we 
doubt the propriety of allowing half the penalty (under 
section 66) to go to the superannuation police fund. It 
would be well also to repeal the co-existing provisions 
against drunkenness of 10 & 11 Vict. c. 89, s. 29, and 23 
Vict. c. 27, s. 40. 

We come now to the provisions against adulteration, 
which are better drawn than any in the Act. We have 
not heard of a single instance, however, of their being 
put in force, whether because the placard which the 
convicted publican is to affix upon his premises has 
proved to be sufficiently deterrent, we cannot say. Under 
the general Adulteration Act any person may procure 
samples. Under this Act they may be procured by in- 
spectors of police and officers of excise only. We see 
no logical reason why the public should not have the 
same facilities given them in the one case which they 
have in the other. Here we may mention a very curious 
liability to which persons licensed under the Wine and 
Beerhouse Act, and they only, are subject. By the Beer 
Act of 1830 (11 Geo. 4, and 1 Will. 4, c. 64, s. 2) every beer 
licence is to be in the form scheduled to that Act. The 
form in the schedule contains the words, “and this 
licence shall cease and determine and become void” in 
case any of the conditions named in it shall be trans- 
gressed. One of the conditions is that the holder 
“will not fraudulently dilute, deteriorate, or adulterate”’ 
his beer. Both section 2 of the Beer Act, 1830, and 
the schedule are still unrepealed. The result is that 
while the penalties of section 19 of the Act of 1872 are 
directed only against adulteration with deleterious ingre- 
dients, every beerhouse keeper in England who should 
fraudulently dilute his beer must inevitably forfeit his 
licence forthwith, should the Inland Revenue choose to 
enforce the forfeiture. The further and more recondite 
question whether the diluter could be proceeded against 
as for a sale without licence by any of the public, we 
will not enter upon, and we must reserve the subject of 
closing hours and orders of exemption for a future ar- 
ticle. 








COSTS UNDER THE TRUSTEE RELIEF ACT. 
(Continued from p. 156). 

If itis not easy to extract any clearly-established rule 
from the decisions in which trustees who have paid trust 
funds into court under the Trustee Relief Act have been 
made to bear the costs of the petition for getting the 
money out of court, it is still more difficult to furnish a 
complete answer to the question under what cireum- 
stances will trustees be disallowed their costs of appearing 
on the petition. One point, and one only, seems to be 
perfectly clear—a trustee who has accepted a trust is not 
at liberty to use the Act as a means of shuflling out of 
his obligations at any time he may think fit (Re Leake's 
Trusts, 11 W. R. 352, 32 Beay. 135). In order to justify 
him in paying the trust fund into court there must exist 
some ground of doubt as to who are the persons entitled 
to the trust fund. Where a trustee has received actual 
notice of conflicting claims, it has been held that he is 
justified in paying the fund into court and is not bound 
to take upon himself the decision as to the validity of 
such claims (Jr re Headington’s Trust, 6 W. R. 7, 27 
L. J. Ch. 175; see also the remarks on Re Croyden’s 
Trust, in the judgment in Ja re Heming’s Trust, 5 
W. R. 33, 3 K. & J. at p. 43); but where no such notice 
has been received, although stress has been laid on the 
importance of not making the rule of the Court too 
stringent (see the judgment in Re Wyily’s Trusts, 8 
W. R. 645, 28 Beav. 458, and in Re Brocklesby, 29 Bea, 





180 


THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL & REPORTER. Jan. 10,1874. 








652), yet it seems that in order to entitle the trustee } 
paying in the trust fund to his costs, the doubt must be a 
reasonable one—that is to say, one for which there is 
some foundation in law (see Re Metcalfe’s Will, 3 N. R. 
657). There must be some real risk incurred by the 
trustees (Re Leake’s Trusts, ubi sup.). The mere 
scruple of an over-cautious man, who desires to make 
himself perfectly safe will not suffice (see Re Cater’s 
Trust, 25 Beav. 361, 7 W. R. Ch. Dig. 89; Re Foligno’s 
Mortgage, 32 Beay. 131,12 W.R. Ch. Dig. 107); nor 
will a mere doubt as to whether the persons entitled are 
living or dead, for it is the duty of the trustee to ascer- 
tain this fact (see In re Knight's Trusts, 27 Beav. 45). 
It appears, however, that the risk which will justify 
trustees in paying the trust fund into court need not be 
more than a very slight one. Some responsibility must 


be shown to exist, but whether such responsibility be 


great or small is not a question which the Court will 
consider (see the judgment in Zn re Headington’s Trust, 
27 L. J. Ch. at p. 176). In Re Lane's Trusts (24 L. T. 
181) Wood, V.C., seems to have thought that where the 
petitioner claimed by representation (in that ease a 
husband, who had taken out administration to his wife, 
claimed the savings from her separate estate) the Court 
would not be justified in refusing the trustees their costs, 
inasmuch as there was a possibility of a disposition by 
the predecessor. So in a case of Re Lyre (not reported 
on this point, but cited in Morgan and Davey on Costs 
in Chancery, 215) Wood, V.C., seems to have expressed 
an opinion that “wherever the fund was settled on one 
person for life and others in remainder, the trustee had 
a right to pay the money into court.” But, as the 
learned authors point out, this is inconsistent with the 
subsequent case of Re Leake’s Trusts (11 W. R. 352, 32 
Beav. 135), where the late Master of the Rolls refused to 

allow the costs of trustees who, under a trust of this 

nature, had paid the trust fund into court. In Re Jones 

(5 W. R. 336, 3 Beav. 679) Kindersley, V.C., held that 

payment into court, by an executor, of alegacy bequeathed 

to amarried woman, the husband and wife being abroad, 

and the husband requiring it to be paid under a power 

of attorney, was reasonable, because until the legacy 

was actually reduced into possession by payment to the 
husband, the wife’s right might have accrued by the 
death of the husband, which would have been a revoca- 
tion of the power of attorney (see now 22 & 23 Vict. c. 
35, 8. 26). 

One of the rules upon this subject which appeared 
most firmly established was that acted upon by 
Kindersley, V.C., in the case of In re Bendyshe 
(5 W. R. 816). A trustee has a discretion to refuse 
to pay a trust fund settled upon the wife to the 
husband without suit. If he may require a bill to 
be filed, in order to afford the wife an opportunity 
of asserting her equity toa settlement, “d fortiori he 
may take the cheaper and more expeditious course of pay- 
ing the money into court’’ under the Trustee Relief Act. 
This was decided by Wood, V.C., in Re Swan (12 W. R. 
738, 2 Hem. & M. 34, 37), where the trustees were allowed 
their costs, although the husband and wife had applied to 
them to have the fund paid over to the husband, and the 
wife had refused to have it settled. Andin Re Brocklesby 
(29 Beav. 652,10 W. R. Ch. Dig. 77), where trustees paid 
the ascertained share of a married woman into court 
under the Trustee Relief Act, the late Master of the 
Rolls refused to make them pay the costs of the petition. 
But in the recent case of In re Robert's Trusts (17 
W. R. 639, Malins, V.C., refused to accede to the pro- 
position that it is the duty of trustees in all cases of 
legacies to married women to incur the expense of 
paying the fund into court, merely to obtain the 
lady’s personal consent to the payment of the money 
to her husband, and expressly declining to follow Le 
Swan, he inflicted on executors who had paid into 
court a legacy, one of the persons entitled to which was 
a married woman, the costs of the petition, and also 


paying the money into court and all other costs ocog. 
sioned by the payment into court. ; 

In ordering the executors on the petition inthe last. 
named case to repay the costs deducted by them in 
paying the trust fund into court, the learned Vice- 
Chancellor appears to have departed from previous de- 
cisions. The practice has long been established for the 
trustee, when he pays the trust fund into court, to de. 
duct the costs of doing so, and it was settled soon after 
the passing of the Act that the court, upon the petition 
for payment of the fund out of court, has no jurisdiction 
over the costs so deducted. The Lord Chancellor in 


} Re Bloye’s Trusts (1 Mac. & G. 488), thought there was 


no possibility of having that deduction questioned ex- 
cept by a bill (see Re Barber, 9 Jur. N. S. 1098). But 
in Re Hue’s Trusts (7 W. R. 562, 27 Beay. 337) the costs. 
charges and expenses properly incurred by the trustees 
were ordered to be taxed, and they were charged with 
the sum retained by them on account of their costs. In 
the recent case of Beaty v. Curson (17 W. R. 132, LL R. 
7 Eq. 194) Malins, V.C., expressed an opinion that a 
trustee ought to give notice to the parties interested of 
the amount of costs he proposes to deduct, and that 
where a trustee knows that the amount of costs he pro. 
poses to deduct is contested, it is his duty to pay in the 
whole amount, leaving the Court to decide the amount of 
costs to which he is entitled. In that case a trustee, who 
had deducted a sum for costs, which the Court deemed 
unwarrantably large, upon a bill filed by the cestuis que 
trust, was ordered to make good the full amount of the 
trust fund, and to pay the costs of the suit. The possi- 
bility of incurring this heavy penalty may, perhaps, 
suggest the adoption of the practice recommended by 
the Vice-Chancellor, or at least of some such practice as 
that of deducting only such a sum for costs as in no 
view of the particular case could be considered excessive, 
and then claiming the balance of the costs in the affi- 
davit and on the hearing of the petition. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


COMMON LAW. 

Mantne Insurance—Insvurance Company. 
Fisher v. Liverpool Marine Insurance Company, Ex., 22 
W.R. 13, L. R. 8 Q. B. 469. 

We are at least at liberty to assume that the view of 
the majority of the Court in this case is the better opinion, 
and we must confess it seems to us to be so. The 
; question was whether an insurance company who had 
never executed a policy, but had initialed a slip, had 
rendered themselves liable to be sued by the intended as- 
sured, notwithstanding that no action could be brought 
against them as insurers. The opinion of Blackburn, J, 
that they had, was founded on the following train of 
reasoning :—In the ordinary case of an insurance with 
private underwriters the broker who gets a slip initialed 
is under an obligation to his employer to make out the 
policy and get it executed by the underwriters; but by 
usage, in the case of an insurance with companies (when 
the insurance is in much larger sums), instead of making 
out a policy, the broker sends to the company which has 
initialed his slip a copy of the slip, or a request slip, 
upon which the company themselves make out and exée 
cute the policy and deposit it ready for delivery to the 
broker, whose duty is thus discharged by getting the 
original slip initialed, forwarding the copy, and calling 
for the policy (see Xenos v. Wickham, 11 W. R. 1067, 14 
C. B. N. 8. 435, 16 W. R. 38, L. R. 2 H. L. 296). The 
view which Blackburn, J., takes of this practice is that 
the company undertakes towards the assured that part 
of the broker's duty which consists in his obligation to 
use reasonable care and diligence in getting the policy 
executed, and that if they fail to perform this duty, and 
never execute the policy, they are liable to the assured, 








(sce 38 L. J. Ch. 708) the costs deducted by them on 








as the broker would be in the case of private undet- 
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“writers if through his negligence the assured lost his 
insurance. Quain and Archibald, JJ., do not admit the 
correctness of this view, and make the following objec- 
tion, which does not seem to be met by anything which 
Blackburn, J., advances: “The broker in his endeavours 
to procure the completion of the policy has to deal with 
third persons over whose intentions or decisions in the 
matter he has, of course, no control. If, when he has 
done all that. his duty in the matter prescribes, the 
underwriter should decline to execute the policy, the 
proker would be discharged if within a reasonable time 
he gave notice of it to his employer, in order that the 
latter might effect or direct an insurance to be effected 
elsewhere. But the company, if any analogous duty 
were supposed to be incumbent on them, would certainly 
not fulfil it by merely preparing a stamped policy ready 
for execution in their office if they stopped short of exe- 
cuting it, and if it were added to their supposed duty 
that they were, within a reasonable time after they de- 
cided not to execute, to give notice of such intention, 
this would imply a duty to make up their minds within 
a reasonable time whether to keep or break their agree- 
ment, a duty altogether unlike anything undertaken by 
abroker.” And indeed it is somewhat difficult to figure 
to oneself this duty on a person to endeavour to procure 
himself to execute an effectual policy, it being entirely 
within his power to do so ; or to distinguish it from a duty 
to execute the policy in fact. And to this must be added 
the consideration that to allow the existence of such’ a 
right of action as is contended for by Blackburn, J., 
would be, in effect, to provide a means by which the 
statutory provision requiring a stamped policy might, in 
the case of companies, be evaded altogether, for if they 
can be sued for their neglect to execute a policy, in 
which action the measure of damages must be the amount 
initialed on the slip, it is difficult to see why they should 
execute any policy at all. 





Freicut on Suirowner’s Carco. 
i Wegquelin v. Cellier, H.L., 22 W. R. 26. 

This case was in substance almost identical with 
Gumm v. Tyrie (13 W. R. 436, 6 B. & S. 299). In 
that case, the ship missing its intended cargo, a cargo 
was shipped by the procurement of the captain, acting 
on his owners’ behalf, but under circumstances which 
made it very doubtful whether the shipowner would 
have been entitled to claim it as purchased by him, even 
if he had been able and disposed to satisfy the condition 


cargo never having become the property of the ship- 
owner. 

It will be observed that in both cases the question was 
Teally one of fact, for such is the question whether pro- 
perty passes in a cargo shipped on board, even when it is 
expressed to be shipped on account and at the risk of 
the consignee (see Shepherd v. Harrison, 20 W. R. 1, 
L. R.5 H. L. 116). In both cases all difficulty was 
avoided by holding that the property had not passed to 
the shipowner, and that for that reason freight was pay- 
able. A question however of more difficulty might arise 
if a cargo were in fact shipped by the shipowner under 
bills of lading making it deliverable on payment of 
freight, and the cargo was taken by a third person under 
indorsement of those bills. In such a case there would 
not be the same ground as in Dommett v. Beckford (5 B. & 
Ad. 521), for inferring a contract to pay freight, for the 
indorsee would not be a person at whose request 
the goods had been carried; but on the other hand 
it would be contrary to all fairness that the indorsee, 
who took the goods subject to the payment of freight, 
should dispute the existence of any right to freight, while 
Cock v. Taylor (13 East. 399) and Stindt v. Roberts (17 
L. J. Q. B. 166, 5 D. & L. 460) show that an agreement 
to pay freight will be implied from the receipt of the 
cargo under such an indorsement. If, then, the indorsee 
could, under such circumstances, avoid the payment of 
freight, it must be on the ground that freight is, under 
the circumstances, an impossibility, that a man cannot 
be entitled to freight against himself, that the owner of 
ship could not therefore have a contract with or claim 
freight from the owner of goods, because they were the 
same person’s, and that as the goods were thus originally 
put on board and carried without any contract, there is 
nothing out of which a right to freight can arise. It 
seems no sufficient solution of this difficulty to say, as 
Lord Colonsay does, that as a matter of book-keeping 
the owner of ship and goods would enter freight as an 
item of account, to be credited to the ship and debited 
to the goods, or that the goods and freight belonged to 
him “in two separate characters.” Can a man then 
really as owner of ship contract with himself as owner 
of goods? Lord Chelmsford says more generally, and 
therefore more safely, that if the owner of ship had in 
fact been owner cf goods “as long as he remained the 
owner of the rice, the reservation of freight would of 
course have been inoperative. Butif he had indorsed 
the bill of lading the indorsee receiving the goods in 
pursuance of it would have been boand to pay the freight 





of its delivery; for the bill of lading made the cargo 
deliverable to the order of the shippers, and the bills 
drawn against it were drawn, not on the shipowner, for 
whom the master purported to act as agent, but on third 
perscns (who, in the event, refused to accept them). 
The invoice also, though sent to the agents of the ship- 
owner, was not made out to the shipowner or t. them as 
his agents, but “for account of risk of whom it may 
toncern.” ‘The bill of lading also provided for pay- 
ment of freight. Under these circumstances the indorsees 
of the bill of lading (the persons who had accepted the 
bills of exchange for honour of drawer) contended, as 
against the mortgagees of the ship claiming freight, that 
no freight was payable, on the ground that the goods 
Were the goods of the shipowner, carried in his own ship, 
and therefore free from freight. The position thus taken 
ap was so essentially inconsistent that, when once the 
case is unravelled, it seems strange the point should 
bave been maintained with such tenacity. The title of 
the indorser entirely passed by and disregarded the title 
of the shipowner, the assumed existence of which was 
his only ground for claiming freedom from freight. In 
the present case the facts were very similar; the cargo 
Was, in pursuance of a standing arrangement, shipped 
certain persons for account of the shipowner, but the 
bills of lading made it deliverable to the shipper’s own 
tonsignees, and it was delivered accordingly, and not 


made payable upon delivery.” It seems in fact agreed 
by the Lords present (Lords Chelmsford, Cairns, and 
Colonsay) that even if the goods had beett shipped by 
the shipowner, freight would, under the circumstances, 
have been payable; nor does it seem difficult to give this 
view areasonable ground. If freight can mean nothing 
but money due under a contract to carry, then no freight 
could be payable, because there was no contract to carry, 
nor could be; but if freight may mean a sum payable in 
respect of the carriage, then the difficulty vanishes; the 
indorsee has taken the goods expressly subject to pay a 
sum of money in respect of the carriage, equivalent to 
freight Strictly so-called. That freight is a word of wide 
significance has been recently illustrated on several 
occasions (see Alison v. Bristol Marine Insurance Com- 
pany, 21 W. R. 734, and the judgment in Denoon v. 
Home and Colonial Assurance Company, 20 W. R. 970, 
L. R. 7 C. P. 341); and there seems no reason why it 
should not receive the meaning required to give effect to 
that which all parties to the transaction intended. 


= — 


In consequence of the want of accommodation in the 
office in Quality-court, hitherto appropriated to liquidation 
proceedings, the business of that department has been trans- 
ferred to the Court in Lincoln’s-inn fields, a portion of the 
building being set apart to meet the requirements of the 





to the shipowner. Here similarly it was held that 
fht was payable to the mortgagees of freight, the 


Registrar end officials intrusted with the charge of this 
branch of the business of the Court. 
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REVIE WS. 


REAL PROPERTY STATUTES. 


Shelford’s Real Property Statutes. Eighth edition. By 
Tuomas H. Carson, M.A., of Lincoln’s Inn, Barrister- 
at-Law. Henry Sweet; Maxwell & Son; and Stevens 
& Son. 


It is too late to find fault with the design of a work 
which has passed through seven editions, and is now to 
be found on the tables of most real property lawyers. 
The profession have unequivocally manifested their ap- 
proval of the system adopted by Mr. Shelford, and what- 
ever objections may be urged to a plan which occasion- 
ally involves the reader in a hunt through a note ex- 
tending over seven pages of rather small type, and 
consisting of matter connected by no very close bond, 
there are few persons, familiar with the book, who will 
not acknowledge that they have found it of immense 
service as a kind of commonplace book of decisions 
om many important branches of real property law. 
The primary requisites of a work of this kind are small 
bulk, conciseness and accuracy of statement, and com- 
pleteness of reference. Remembering the number of 
vases decided and statutes passed since the last edition 
of Mr. Shelford’s book was published, we looked with 
some curiosity to see how the first of these essentials 
would be secured in the new edition. We may say at 

at in this respect Mr. Carson has been successful. 
precedents and the long extracts from 
he Real Property Commissioners which 
in the last edition, and by abridging 


f ti ts of cases, he has managed to embody 


some of the d 


the new law without making the book unwieldy. A | 
i > examination of several parts of the | 


somewhat t 
volume inclines us to think that in other respects con- 
siderable improvements have been effected. We notice 
that some ) ave been wholly re-arranged (though 
in this re Light with advantage have been done), 
and the index las also been remodelled. As regards the 
completeness of the references to cases, we can only offer 
upon the result of the tests we have 
applied. Tha t, however, has been very satis- 
factory, for the cases looked for everyone has been 
found in the work. Nor has Mr. Carson been satisfied 
with merely inserting in their proper places the decisions 
which have been given since those publication of the 
last edition; he has also frequently referred to the 
remarks of judges. Thus, for instance, under the 
Sales of Reversions Act (31 Vict. c. 4), we find 
duly noted the obesrvations on that Act of Lord 
Selborne in Aylesford vy. Morris (21 W. R. 424, 
L. RB. 8 Ch. 490). 
end of last October, and are taken from a wide range of 


ranion for | 
an opinion founde 


reports. Mr. Carson appears to have executed his task | 


with care and ¢z 


A NEW EBA IN LEGAL JOURNALISM. 
The Law Megazine and Review, January, 1874, Edited by 
W. F. Pixtasow. Reeves & Turner. 

This new number contains evidence leading irresistibly to 
the corclusion that Mr. Finlason is too modest when he 
merely admits that he has assumed the editorship of the 
Magazine. He is surely aleo entitled to the credit of its 
authorebip. How otherwise are we to account for the 
exact identity of style both of expression and theught, and 
the repetition of the same quotations from a limited 
wosber of writers? Thus a quotation from 8, T. Cole- 
ridge on page 7 is repeated in another article on page 40. 
An extract from the life of Dr. Arnold, given in one article 
at pce 5, i# repested in another article at page 39. An 
extract from a letter of * the late Mr. Justice Coleridge” 
tw Biory at page Dis reproduced inpage7s. Againa trifling 
commonplace ie ascribed to Lord Belborne at page 14, and 
repented in avother article at page 47; anda saying of 
Lord Keeper Guildford appears at page 14, and again at 
page 47. The reader cannot fail aleo 1 be struck with the 
frequeney of yuctations from and references to the Times, 











We have counted in various parts of the Magazine no fewer 
than thirteen extracts from the leading jeurnal, varying in 
length from a few lines to nearly two pages, and there 
are at least twenty-four references to the same o 
which, as Mr. Finlason remarks (page 11), by “ the publi. 
cation of law reports . . . by barristers competent to 
understand and to make intelligible legal questions, brings 
home daily to the minds of men the constant application of 
law to their affairs.” 

We are somewhat at a loss to understand how Mr, 
Finlason reconciles his remarks on the advavtage of avowed 
“authorship or editorship” with the fact that, with the 
exception of the first and third articles, all the rest of the 
number is anonymous, Is it on the principle of ex pede 
Herculem? Or can it be that, to take only one instance, 
Mr. Finlason could hardly avow the authorship of a certain 
review in the magazine in which full justice is done to him 
by name, in respect of his long past labours as the editor 
of the book reviewed (page 110) :— 

‘‘ Twenty years ago, when it was little more than q 
diary, it was edited for some years by Mr. Finlason, who 
soon imparted to it a highercharacter, by importing into it 
a variety of elements, by degrees making it really a kind of 
vade mecum for the use of the profession. He added tables 
not only of costs, but of the times for taking all the different 
steps in a suit at law or equity; lists of statutes corrected 
jown to the last year; analyses of the practical statutes 
of the last session ; digests of the practical cases decided 
during the previous year, and a variety of other matters 
all highly useful and valuable to the profession.” 

This is charmingly candid, and, to make it perfect, only 
needs to have appended to it the name of the reviewer who, 
all through that long period of twenty years, has retained 


| an affectionate remembrance of those invaluable tables, 


lists, and digests. And really there seems to be no reason 
wky the authorship should not be avowed, for Mr. Finlason 
is not at all above speaking a good word for himself even 
when writing under his ewn name. For example, on page 


| 26, speaking of himselfas “the Editor,” he says, “ he has 
| tried to show that his mind has leng been prepared for” 


[“ the exercise of his function ”’], ‘‘ by many years of labour 
in the courts, by competent acquaintance with the sources 
of law, and, above all, by reverent study,” &c. And on 
page 20 he says—‘t And for this work the writer ventares 
to think he may have some special qualifications. Thirty 
years in the profession—during the greater part of that 
period constantly in the courts—he has been for more 
than twenty years engaged in the stndy of our judicial 
system. It is twenty-one years ago since he first projected 
a work on the subject, and since he edited the first of the 
Common Law Procedure Acts,” &., &c. <A less direct, 
but perhaps more effective, bit of eulogy is given on page 
59 in the form of an extract from an old letter of the 


| present Solicitor-General to the Zimes, in which reference 
| ig made to “ your law reporter”’ in the Queen’s Bench. 
The cases are brought down to the | 


But it ought in fairness to be admitted that Mr. Finlason 
by no means confines his enlogies to himself. He is ex- 
tremely liberal in bestowing them on all persons in authority 
whom he takes upon himself to discuss. The new Master 
of the Rolls, the new Chief Justice of the Common Pleas, 
the new Vice-Chancellor, the new Attorney-General, all 


| receive a sbare of admiration, but the most estatic is re 
i served for the new Solicitor-General, who, it is to be 
| remembered, wrote that memorable letter to the Times. 


Mr. Finlason is indignant that it should have been supposed 
that, Sir. W. V. Harcourt ‘‘ has ever relinquished the 
active practice of his profession,” “ For nearly twenty 
years he has pursued it; he commenced in the ordinary 
courts of law, in the time of Chief Justice Jervis; the 
writer well remembers him arguing cases in the courts 
with great ability, recollects that eminent judge highly 
complimenting him for his able arguments, and heard at 
that time that the late Mr. Justice Willes spoke very 
highly of his legal capacity.” A few lines further 
on the writer ventures on the following assertion, 
which we think is calculated to excite 
derable attention among members of the Wome 
Circuit :—“ He (Sir W. V. Harcourt) generally had some 
cases at every aasize on his circuit, and they were always 
good cases,” In all this shower of compliments poor UF 
Kenealy comes very badly off, The remarks on his 6 

at page 99 should not have been made by Mr, Finlason. 
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As tothe substance of the articles, we can in honesty say 
little in favour of any one of them. A very considerable 
portion of most of them consists of mere reproductions of 
the opinions and statements of legal and other joarnals, 
and in many places—as, for example, the strange account: 
of Chancery practice in the third article—there are 
singular inaccuracies. We have no room to notice the 
articles in detail; but, as a sample of their calibre, 
we may ca!l attention to the freqnency with which 
Mr. Finlason harps on his theory that the prac- 
tice of the profession of an advocate is narrowing 
and degrading, and in its support cites from writers who 
knew nothing at all about it, such aa Mr. Coleridge, the 
poet, and Dr. Arnold, the schoolmaster. He accordingly 
naturally deplores (page 45) “the unhappy prejudice 
which in this country restricts the prizes of the profession 
to mere practitioners ; ” and, while admitting (page 48) that 
a gentleman whose practice has not been extensive might 
not make a good chief of a common law court, as the 
courts are now constituted,” he apparently thinks that after 
the Judicature Act has come into operation “learning, 
intellect, and judgment ”’ will have fair play against mere 
knowledge cf law and practice, and that, especially in 
the court of appeal, the barrister who has failed to gain 
a practice will be at a premium. We do not think that 
this will be one of the results of the Act, and therefore 
shall not express any consternation at the vision of an 
appeal court composed of “jurists” with minds of too 
great a type to trouble themselves with petty litigation 
(p- 46). Finally, we cannot refrain from asking for 
whose benefit (unless for that of ladies or foreigners) 
the singular hash of Times reports called ‘“ Michael- 
mas Term and Sittings” is intended? And we commend 
to the attentionof our readers the following puzzle (p. 15) : 
“As Lord Brougham explained, on the same state 
of facts, and the same question, law and equity 
are identical. It must be so, for it is a fandamental prin- 
ciple of equity to follow law. Hence the equity can only 
differ from the law on a different state of facts, or a differ- 
ent question, from the legal one, and as that difference 
never cav be obviated, therefore they can never be fused. 
Nor can there be any fasion, even in administration, by a 
mere union of the judicature, unless it can be administered 
in one proceeding, for if there must be two proceedings, 
they are equally distinct, whether it is to be in two. conrts, 
or two divisions of the same court. It is manifest, there- 
fore, that the only complete fusion that is possible lies in its 
codification, which affects only the form of the law, and not 
its administration or its effect.” 








NOTES. 


A very remarkable discussion occurred at the annual 
meeting of the Rochdale Merchants and Tradesmen’s 
Association last week. The committee of that society 
presented a report, in which they said, “‘ Your committee 
Tegrec to state that many of the decisions of the county 
court judge of the Rochdale district are giving dissatisfac- 
tion, and sre most dangerous to commerce. For some 
time they were reluctant to interfere, entertaining the 
hope that, as the gentleman was a stranger, avd, as it 
seemed, did not understand the trades and customs of a 
manufacturing district, he might improve in the course of 
time; but at last, as the complaints were numerous and 
throughout the circuit, it was thought tho association was 
incurring blamo by remaining quiescent, On the 16th of 
December the matter was taken up, and it was decided to 
bring it before the annual meeting of members.” This 
threat was carried out, and the members prosent proceeded 
to give their views of what the law, as modified by “the 
trades and customs of a manufacturing district,” ought to 
be. One gentleman affirmed that “it was clearly the law 
of Kngland that a husband was responsible for necessaries 
supplied to a wife, and any judge giving a decision oon- 
trary to the law was contravening it.’ Another speaker 
said “it appeared from the novel decisions that a man 
could order his wife to provide food for himself and his 
family from a neighbouring grocer’s on credit, and after 
assisting to consume it endeavour to shirk payment under 
the plea that he had not himself ordered the goods, and 
Yet this connivance was encouraged,” Ultimately the 





grievance was referred to the committe> for furtier dis- 
cussion and decision. We trust Mr. Crompton Hutton 
will see the propriety of taking the opinion of these 
learned tradesmen before laying down the law on any sub- 
ject in future. 


With reference to the proposed reduction of the Common 
Law Bench in Ireland, some statistics of the business in 
the Irish Common Law Courts have been published, which 
show that in 1872 the number of proceedings other than writs 
of execution in these courts was 2,089 more thanin 1871, and 
in the summonses and plaints returnable to the Queen’s 
3ench there was an increase of 695 over the preceding. 
year. The number of writs of execution showe! an in- 
crease of 79 over the year 1871. Tie returus from the 
Master’s offices show an increase of 1,371in the na:nber of 
writs of summons and plaints filed in 1872 as compared. 
with 1871, the total for the three courts being 13,144, of 
which 4.453 were in the Queen’s Bench, against 4,369 in 
the previous year. The return of the business in dance 
shows a decrease in 1872 of 53 in the proceedings (1,184) 
before the full Courts as compared with an increase of 163- 
in 1871. The total number of cases heard at Visi Prius was- 
555 in 1872, against 547 in 1871. There has been a de- 
crease of 22 in the number of cases on circuit, aud an 
increase of 14 in the number heard in Dablin. 


We referred some time ago to the abuses which prevailed 
in the administration of Bankraptcy Law in the United: 
States. Latterly matters have come to such a pass that, 
according tothe /bany Law Journal, “in most instances 
the only persons who reap any benefit are the various 
officials connected with the Federal courts. And it is not 
alone through the official costs and fees that those inte- 
rested in the estate of a bankrupt suffer. The property 
taken possession of under the bankruptcy warrant is very 
frequently injured, lost, or stolen while inthe hands of the 
officers of the court. In fact involuntary bankraptecy 
means the sacrifice of the debtor’s estate, and such is the 
general feeling among merchants upon the subject, that no 
one anxious to have the affairs of an insolvent debtor 
honestly and equitably settled ever thinks of invoking the 
aid of bankruptcy process.” It is not surprising 
that the Legislature should be strongly urged to 
put an end to this state of things, and we learn 
that the House of Representatives has passed by 
a large majority a bill repealing the Bankruptcy Law, 
except as to suits and proceedings now pending in courts 
of the United States wherein an adjudication of bank- 
ruptcy has been made. Such cases are to be proceeded 
with and governed by the existing law, but the fees and 
charges of officers and agents are to be reduced one-half. 


In a case before the Registrar ef the Leeds County Court, 
in which a motion was made that a resolution for liquidation 
by arrangement passed at a meeting of creditors should be 
cancelled, the learned registrar made some remarks which 
deserve attention on the duty of chairmen of these meetings. 
He said ‘ it was of the greatest possible importance that the 
proceedings at creditors’ meetings should be conducted with 
the most scrupulous good faith. The person oceupying the 
position of chairman was necessarily invested with consider- 
able authority, and much depended upon the propriety of 
his conduct in that capacity. The fact of the chairman of 
a meeting being also, in the case before him, the professional 
adviser of the debtor, whose interests might be taken as 
adverse to those of the creditors, placed him in a position 
of exceptional delicacy and difficulty. The question to be 
here determined was whether the proceedings at the meeti 
were conducted with that good faith which the law requi 
towards the creditors. . . . It was undoubtedly the duty of 
a chairman—especially of one who was solicitor for the 
debtor—to held an even hand between all the creditors 
resent, From the évidence, however, in the case before 
Kim, it was abundantly clear, and from the admissions of the 
solicitor himself, that he did not so act, because, while he 
told one creditor that it was necessary to prove before he 
could vote, he gave no such information to another erediter, 
This alone seemed sufticient to determine the present case. 
In view of the imperative necessity for the most serapalous 
and honourable good faith at creditors’ meetings, that cam. 





SO rar ame ectiaawordumarokt ae teee caer eee 


184 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPOR TER. Jan. 10, 1874, , 





sideration itself sufficed to show that the proceedings at the | their chairman, setting forth the reasons for the pro 
arrangement, and containing the following passage :—* We. 
| have entertained overtures from a company of very large 


meeting in question were in point of law fraudulent. He 
said ‘in point of law,’ because he desired it to be under- 
stood that he was using the werd ‘ fraudulent’ according to 
the technical and legal signification. It might be a kind of 
fraud constantly committed by persons who did not fully , 
consider the necessity of very scrupulous conduct on oceca- | 
sions when particular care and delicacy were required. Still | 
he took it that any omission, concealment or inequitable 
distinction, any giving of information to one creditor and 
withholding it from another, <o as to put one creditor ina 
worse pcsition than another, would take away the dond jide 
character of a chairman’s conduct of a meeting of creditors.” 
Being of opinion that tke resolution had been improperly 
passed in consequence of the manner iu which the meeting 
was conducted with regard to the different action taken by 
the chairman in the cases cf the two creditors, he ordered | 
that the registration should be cancelled, and ordered the 
costs of the proceedings to be paid by the solicitor. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Tue Inns or Cuancery. 
[ To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—Your correspondent “ Lyon’s Inn” will find some 
informaticn respecting the Inns of Chancery in a book 
entitled, ‘‘ Antiquities of the Inns ot Court and Chancery,” | 
by W. Herbert, published in 1804. 
The book is probably in the Library of the Law Institu- | 
tion. J.G. W. 








cOURTS. 


THE EUROPEAN ASSURANCE SOCIETY 
ARBITRATION. * 
(Before Lord RomILty.) 
Oct. 30, 1873. —Re the Royal Naval and Military Life 
Assurance Society ; Lord Digby's case, 

Dissolution of company—Trausfer of business—Option to 
shareholders of transferor company—Return of capital— 
** Uncalled capital’’—Winding up—Contributory. 

On the dissolution of the R. N. Society, and transfer of its 
business to the E. Society, it was arranged that the shareholders 
of the transferor company should elect either (1) to take shares 
in the transferee company, or (2) to take in cash the amount 
originally paid on their shares. Lord D., holding twenty-five 
shares of £25 each in the R. N. Society, on which £5 had 
been paid up, elected to be paid in cash, 

Both societies were subsequently ordered to be wound up, and 
Lord D. was settled on the list of contributories of the R. N. 
Society. The whole of the “uncalled capital” of the R. N. 
Society having been ordered to be paid by the contributories, 
it was 

Held, following the decision of Lord Cairns in the Albert 
Arbitrotion in Murrough’s and Chamberlain’s case, 16 
S. J. 483, that the £5 per share paid to Lord D. was a return 
of capital, and was therefore still liable to be called in the 
winding up of the R. N. Society. 

The following were the facts of the ease :— 

The Royal Naval Society was constituted in 1839 by a 
deed of settlement, which contained (inter alia) a provision 
that the funds and property of the society for the time 
being should alone be answerable for the payment of 
demands of persons assuring with the society, and the 
annuity and other creditors of the society, and that the 

roprietore should not be answerable, directly or indirectly, 
ond the amount of the unpaid part of their respective 
shares. There were also provisions (the cluuses contain- 

ing which are stated at length in Lancey’s case,17 8. J. 

pp. 8 and 9) in reference to the mede in which the society 

might be dissolved, but the deed of settlement did not 
provide for a union or amalgamation with any other 
society. 

In August, 1866, negotiations were set on foot for the 
transfer of the business of the Royal Naval Society to the 
European Society, and on the 18th August a circular was 
sent to the shareholders of the Royal Naval Society by 











* Reported by R. T, Raikes, Eaq., Barrister-at-law, 


——. 


— 


business and undoubted security, who are willing to take 
over the society’s business and responsibilities under an 
arrangement which, after adequately securing as the 
primary consideration the society’s policyholders, wil] 
give the shareholders a return of their original paid-up 
capital in cash, or at their option in shares of that com. 
pany, and in the latter case with a considerable bonns,” 
and proposing that for the purpose of carrying ont thig 
arrangement the Royal Naval Society should be dissolved, 
Extraordinary courts of proprietors were subsequent} 
held under the Royal Naval Society’s deed of settlement, 
at which resolutions were passed dissolving the society ag 
from September 17, 1866, and the proposed transfer of 
business to the European Society was carried out by means 
of a deed of amalgamation and a deed of assignment, each 
dated the 17th September, 1866. 

In Octeber, 1866, a circular was addressed to the share. 
holders of the Royal Naval Society by their chairman, 
informing them of what had taken place, and accompany- 
ing it was a letter from the general manager of the 


Europesn Society which eontained the following passages; » 
' —“*The foregoing letter from the chairman of the Royal 


Naval Society announces to you that its business has been 
taken over, and its policies and other liabilities are now 
guaranteed by this society, and that you are entitled as a 


| shareholder to make your election— 


‘*1. To take shares in this society, thus securing your 
original paid-up capital, together with the bonus declared 
thereon : or 

“2. To take your original paid-up capital in cash, one 
half in six months, and one half in twelve months from the 
17th September last.” 

“ Annexed is a form on which I shall feel obliged by 


|; your entering your election, and returning the same to me 


when signed.” 

Lord Digby, who was a holder of twenty-five shares of 
£25 each in the Royal Naval Society, on each of which £5 
had been paid up, received this circular and letter, and 
elected to be paid in cash. Accordingly he delivered up 
to the European Society the certificates of his shares and 
received the consideration for them, giving a receipt, which, 
so far as it is important, was in these words—*: Received 
this 28th day of May, 1867, of the European Assurance 
Society the sum of £65 12s. 6d., being the amount of the 
first instalment of my original paid-up capital, payable 
by them to me as the holder of twenty-five shares in the 
Royal Naval Society Nos. 3}! to 37 on the register of 
that company, on the 14th day of September, 1866 (when 
the said company was dissolved).”’ 

The European Society was ordered to be wound-up in 
January, 1872, and the Royal Naval Society on the 
lst March, 1872. The affairs of the latter society having 
been referred to arbitration under the “European Assur- 
ance Society Arbitration Act, 1872,” Lord Digby had been 
settled on the list of contributoriesin respect of his twenty- 
five shares, and had paid a call of £7 per share, made in 
pursuance of an order of Lord Westbury (the first arbi- 
trator), dated the 2nd September, 1872. 

On the 6th May, 1873, a call was ordered by Lord 
Westbury to be made on the contributories of the Royal 
Naval Society in respect of their several shares, to the 
full extent of the uncalled capital (credit being given for 
any money paid or credited in respect thereof), Under 
this order the joint official liquidator claimed from Lord 
Digby as part of the uncalled capital the sum of £5 per 
share which had originally been paid up, and which had 
been paid to him in cash by the European Society on the 
transfer to them of the business of the Royal Naval 
Society. 

Lord Digby, however, contended that he was only 
liable for uncalled capital on his shares, after credit had 
been given for the sum of £5 per share originally called 
up and paid by him. 

Under these circumstances the question submitted to 
the arbitrator was—‘ What is the extent per share to 
which Lord Digby is liable to contribute in the winding-up 
of the Royal Naval Society ?” ‘ 

Napier Higgins, Q.C. (M. Cookson with him), for the 
joint official liquidator.—The simple question is whether, 
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upon a so-called arrangement for amalgamation betwee 
two companies, or a transfer of business, or whatever it may 
becalled, asum of £5 per share, paid by the transferce 
company out of the assets of the transferor company to 
the shareholders of the transferor company was a 
return of capital; and whether the shareholders of the 
transferor company, having received out of their own 
capital £5 per share, ought, on the winding-up of their 
own company, to restore that £5 to the assets of the com- 

y for the payment of their own debts. We want 
simply to restore the money in each particular case. If 
A. B. got £5 which he paid originally to the transferor 
company back from the transferor company, we say it was 
amere return of capital, and was the same as if a call 
had been made aad repaid at the moment, and has no 
force and effect against the creditors. That is the point. 
There was a case before Lord Cairns so entirely in point 
that I think I ought to refer to it. Of course I do not 
cite the case before Lord Cairns in the usual way as an 
authority, but the matter was argued in the Albert Arbi- 
tration. It is Murrough’s and Chamberlain’s case, 16 9. J. 
483. His Lordship there, after a very full discussion of 
the matter, held it to be perfectly clear that the transaction 
was merely a return of capital, and that, even as between 
shareholders, who might have been bound by the arrange- 
ment toa certain extent, the return of capital should be 
treated as a nullity the moment you want to make calls 
for the payment of debts. Stringer’s case, L. R. & Ch. 
475, was also referred to. 

F. @. J. Millar, for Lord Digby.—The point here. is 
essentially res integra, both in this arbitration and, as I 
understand, in the Court of Chancery. The official liqui- 
dators are now making a call, and, as liquidators of the 
Royal Naval Society, they can only call up so much as 
appears by the books of that society (and no other books 
can be regarded) to have been the amount of unpaid 
capital on the shares. In Lancey's case (in this arbitration) 
178. J. 9, Lord Westbury said that a shareholder in this 
very society was, notwithstanding this arrangement, still 
liable to the creditors of the Royal Naval Society, but 
though he came to that conclusion, he said “the liability 
of the shareholders in respect of those debts which are so 
taken over unquestionably remains.” Now what is the 
remaining liability of a shareholder of the Royal Naval? 
If the share-list of that society is looked at it will be 
found that my liability, at the date of the arrangement 
between the two socicties, was £20 a share, in re- 
spect of which I have since paid £7. The liability 
therefore which remains is a liability to pay the rest of 
the uncalled capital, as it appears in the Royal Naval books. 


In Doman's case, 17 8S. J. 785, this point was touched ! 


upon by my learned friend, and Murrough’s and Chamber- 
lain’s case, was referred to, but Lord Westbury, though the 
point was prominently brought before him, gives no coun- 
tenance to the view that unpaid capital can mean anything 
more than capital which has not been paid up as between 
the society and its own contributory. Lord Westbary’s 
view is made even clearer by his decision in Re the Cardiff 
Coke and Coal Company (Limited), Ex parte Norton, 11 W. R. 
1007. Lord Westbury says there that this is not a retarn 
of capital ; it is an arrangement by which shareholders of 
one company having paid so much and leaving so much, 
and so much only, due for capital, go to another company 
and, whether validly or not, make an arrangement with 
that other company for theirshares. It is an arrangement 
external to the relation of contributory in the Royal Naval 
altogether; an arrangement having no relation to any 
return of capital, whatever name may be used in the receipt 
which happens to be printed, and is given to Lord Digby. 
Lord Westbury expresses himself in most general terms, 
and says this is not a return of capital. If thatis right 
it disposes of the individual case. 

Lord Romitty.—What is it if itis not a return of capital ? 


Millar.—It is a price paid by an outsider to the several 
shareholders of tho first company for taking over their in- 
terests in the business. 

Higgins, Q.C. (in reply).—Lancey's case and Doman's 
ase are irrelevant. The Cardiff’ case was very much urged 
upon Lord Cairnsin Murrough’s and Chamberlain’s case, but 
he points out that he does not necessarily differ from Lord 
Westbury, and that in that case there is this distinction— 











that the only money which passed there was money applied 
in payment of debts. 

Lord Rowrtuy.—I see Lord Cairns expresses himself 
very strongly. [His Lordship then read the following 
passage from Lord Cairns’ judgment in Jurrough’s 
and Chamberlain's case, from the minutes of the Albert 
Arbitration.] “It startles me to find, if it can be done, 
that actual hard money (which every one might have had 
unless he preferred investing his money in Albert shares 
as an alternative) can be given back, the whole of the 
paid-up capital repaid, that the man who has paid up the 
whole can be paid back the whole, and the man who hag 
paid up the half can be paid back the half, and then that 
the result is not merely to put back into his pocket the 
whole that he has paid, bat to exempt him from all 
fature liability. It is the cleverest operation that was 
ever performed on a joint stock company if it is a good 
one.” 

I think that I cannot get over these observations of 
Lord Cairns which 1 have read, and that is the view of 
the case which I must adopt. 

Higgins, Q.C.—The answer to the case will be that the 
£5 is to be treated as being still liable to be called up ? 

Lord RomiLiy. —Yes. 

On the question of costs Lord Romilly said:—On the 
whole | think I may look upon.it as a representative case. 
Mr. Higgins told me, in the opening, there was an amount 
of £14,000 depending on it. and therefore, although I give 
Lord Digby no costs, I think it would be fair to allow him 
not to pay costs. 

Solicitors for the joint official liquidator, Mercer ¢ 
Mercer. 

Solicitors for Lord Digby, Bennett, Dawson, § Bennett. 


COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Registrar Murray, sitting as Chief Judge.) 
Dec. 24.—Re Coleman. 

C., in October, 1871, presented a petition for liquidation 
under which the creditors passed a resolution to accept a com- 
position of ds. in the pound, of which 2s. 6d. was to be paid on 
the 25th February, and 2s. 6d. on the 25th May, 1872. C. 
entered K.in his schedule as a creditor for £41, but K. did 
not attend either of the meetings under the petition. On the 
18th March, 1872, K’s solicitor informed C. that judgment 
had been signed against him in November, for £48 1s. 10d, 
debt and £7 138. 6d. costs. Some discussion ensued, and 
eventually the solicitor gave C. areceipt for £12, ‘ the amount 
of composition herein,” 

In December, 1873, C. caused an executi m to be levied for 
the balance of his debt and costs. 

Held, that he had no right to do so, and that upon payment 
of the composition upon the amount of the costs the sheriff 
must withdraie. 

This was an application on behalf of Charles Coleman. (a 
trader), who had filed a petition for liquidation, under the 
125th and 126th sections of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, that 
William King and the sheriffs of London should be 
restrained from proceeding with an execution levied upon 
the goods of Coleman, under a judgment of the Court of 
Common Pleas, dated 17th November, 1871, and that the 
sheriffs should be ordered to withdraw, &c. 

The Gebtor filed his petition on the 21st October, 1871, 
and at the first meeting, held on the 9th November, it was 
resolved by a statutory majority of the creditors that a com- 
position of 5s. in the pound should be accepted on the 
amount of the respective debts of all the creditors ; 2s. 6d. 
to be paid three months after the date of the registration of 
the resolution and the remaining 2s. 6d. six monthsafter 
the same date. The debtor caused King to be inserted as a 
creditor for £41 in the schedule to the accounts, that sum 
being ‘‘ according to his books of account and to the best of 
his judgment and belief the actual sum due from him to 
the said William King at the time of filing his said 
petition.” On the 23rd November, 1871, a second meeting 
of creditors was held, at which the resolution passed at the 
first meeting was duly confirmed, and on the 25th registration 
was effected of the resolution, 

On the 17th November King recovered a judgment 
against Coleman for £48 1s. 10d. debtand £7 13s, 6d. costa, 
and the debtor in his affidavit stated that on the 25th 
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February, 1872, he tendered and offered to pay King £12 in 
discharge of the amount of the composition payable to him 

on his judgment debt, and he subsequently went to the 

solicitor of the said W. King, Mr. Henry Earle, of 29, 
Bedford-row, and there tendered and offered to him £12, and 
he accepted the same and signed a receipt in the following 
terms :—‘* London, 18/3/72. Re Coleman, leceived of Mr 

Charles Coleman the sum of twelve pounds, the amount of 
composition herein. Henry Earle.” Tae debtor proceeded to 
say. ‘ At the time of the paymentto Mr. Earle of the sum 
of £12 for the composition payable in respect of the debt 
and costs of the said W. King. the said Mr. Earle asked to 
be paid his costs in full, but I dissented, and after some 
discussion and explanation to the siid Mr. Earle that the 
plaintiff’s debt, as stated at £48 1s. 10d., was in excess of 
the sum actnally dve, he accepted the sum of £12, and it 
was wel] understood the same was to be in {ull discharg» of 
the composition payable to the said W. King.” 

Mr. Earle, in reply, stated that ‘‘when the debtor called 
on me he paid me the sum of £12, for which he wanted a re- 
ceipt in discharge of the debt and cos s, but I positively 
refused to give it him, and I informed him I had a judg- 
ment against him for £55 lis. 44., when he stated that he 
had been advised by his attorney that he need not tender 
the compo-ition at all, as every creditor was tound to call 
for it, and after some discussion I gave him the receipt re- 
ferred to, and at the same time I] informed him I shonld 
hold him liable for the balance of the debt and costs, and I, 
therefore, purposely refrained from statirg in the receipt 
that it was to be in discharge. 1 have applied by letter and 
otherwise to the said C. Coleman for a settlement of the 
matter upon several occasions previous to issuing the exe- 
cution herein.” {The letters were set out.] 

No affidavit was made by King. but George Young, who 
stated that he had the sole and entire management of King’s 
business, deposed that uo tender was ever made to King, but 
that the debtor some time after the composition had become 
payable offered to pay him (the deponent) a sum of money, 
the amount of which he could not remember. 

It was admitted that no tender was made of the 
composition upon the amount of the costs, which the debtor 
expressed his willingness to pay now. The levy was made 
for £43 15s. 4d., being the full amount of debt and costs, 
less the £12 paid to Mr, Earle. 

Brough, in support of the fapplication.—The creditor in 
this case had no right to proceed after notice cf an act of 
bankruptcy, and he must bear his own costs: Je Thorpe, 
21 W. k. 327. If the creditor could claim the costs his 
proper course would kave been to apply to enforce the pro- 
visions of the resolution. But the terms of the receipt were 
conclusive, and the creditor ought not to be allowed after- 
wards to proceed at law. He also cited Edwards v. Coombe, 
21 W. R. 107, L. R. 7 C. P. 519; Re Hatton, 20 W. KR. 978, 
L. R. 7 Ch. 723. , 

E. C. Willis, for King, contended that the Court had 
no jurisdiction to entertain the application, the resolution 
being for acceptance of a composition: Lx parte Lyons, 20 
W. R. 566, L. R. 7 Ch. 494; and that the terms of the re- 
solution not having been complied with by payment of the 
amount of the debt and costs, the creditor was entitled to 
levy for the balance due after deducting the amount actually 
eceived. 

Mornay, Registrar, after stating that he was clearly of 
opinion he had jurisdiction toe deal with the matter, said he 
thought the creditor was justified in signing judgment in the 
action, but that he ovght not to have proceeded further. 
Under the old law, where judgment was signed after peti- 
tion, the provisions of the statute enabled the creditor to 
recover his costs as part of the debt, but he considered that 
the object ofthe Legislature by the 31st section of the Act was 
tomake the bankrupt a free man ; and although there might 
not have been a debt for costs due at the date of the petition, 
yet it became due during the bankruptcy by reason of an 
obligation incurred previously, and would be proveable in 
accordance with the decision of the L.JJ. in Ez parte 
Peacock, 21 W. R. 755, L. BR. 8 Ch. 682, The debtor would, 
however, be bound to tender the composition upon the sum 
of £41 which he had entered in his statement of offairs, and 
when it was bronght to his knowledge that judgment had 
been signed for £55 15s. 4d. it was his duty to tender the 
composition upon that amount, As a matter of fact the 
debtor tock the sum of £12 to Mr. Earle, and tendered it as 
the composition upon the debt. At that time he was 
bound to tender 2s. 6d. only in the pound, and a discus- 





sion seemed to have taken place between the parties, 
Then on the one side it was said that Mr. Karle 
agreed to accept the £12 in full discharge. Mr, 

arle on the other hand alleged that so far from that being 
the case he told the debtor he should hold him liable for 
the balance. It appeared that was the first time the debtor 
had notice of the judgment, for Mr. Earle said he then told 
him judgment had been signed for £55, upon which amount 
his client required the composition to be paid. Notwith. 
standing that circumstance, the sum of £12 was accepted, 
and Mr. Earle gave the receipt which had been velaeal to. 
If that receipt had stood by itself, it would be utterly im. 
possible to say that it was not given in respect of the debt. 
The pons was made on the 18th March, and the second 
instalment of the composition did not become payable until 
the 25th May. It was not for the Court to say how the 
amount was arrived at, but Mr. Earle received it as the 
amount of the composition. The evidence of the two 
persons was totally at varianc2, and it was impossible for 
any human being to say which of the two was to be believed, 
If Mr. King was dissatisfied with the amount of the com- 
position tendered Mr. Earle might have declined to receive 
it or might have applied to this Court for an order to 
enforce the terms ot the composition. But afterwards no 
steps were taken, and it did not appear that the debt was 
proved. The creditor had no right to-levy an execution for 
the balance of his claim, and an injunction would be granted, 
and upoa payment of £1 18s. 10d., the amount of the com- 
position upon the costs, the sheriff woul! be ordered to 
withdraw. 

Solicitor for the applicant, J. Wyatt. 

Solicitor for the creditor, Z. Earle. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


LEGAL PRACTITIONERS’ SOCIETY. 

An adjourned meeting of this society, the object of which 
is stated to be the reform of abuses in connection with the 
legal profession, was held in the Social Science Rooms, 
Adam street, on Wednesday night. Mr. Charley, M.P., 
presided. The secretary, Mr. Charles Ford, stated that 
sixty gentlemen had enrolled themselves as members of the 
society, and read a number of letters expressing approval of 
its objects. The Chairman said the meeting had been called 
to agree to rules, and to consider what could be done in the 
way of promoting legislation for the protection of the 
legal profession against the encroachments of unqualified 
persons. It would, he thought, be desirable to appoint a 
committee to prepare a bill on the subject. Since their 
last meeting the Lord Chancellor had made an important 
speech, in which he expressed his willingness to introduce 
a bill to reorganise the Inns of Court. This was a matter 
the society might well take cognisance of, and he was 
disposed to recommend that a deputation should be 
appointed to wait on his Lordship, and urge him to proceed 
with such a measure. One of the reforms, he thought, 
most needful, so far as the Bar was concerned, was 
that the governing body should be representative in- 
stead of irresponsible. ‘There were also a number of 
grievances felt by attorneys and solicitors which could be 
represented to his lordship at the same time. Special protec- 
tion was required from money-lenders, advertising quacks, 
and other agents. Some conversation, says the Daily News, 
followed, in the course of which one gentleman said 
he knew of at least twenty persons whose certificates 
were paid by subscription, and whose names, he maintained, 
were kept on the list merely for the convenience of robbers 
who preyed upon the public. A variety of proposals were 
made as to the best way to prevent unqualified persons 
practising as lawyers, and at the end « committee was 
appointed as suggested by the chairman. 








The Academy says of the series of articles on Junius expected 
to be written by the Lord Chief Justice of England, that al- 
though the work has been interrupted by the Geneva arbitra- 
tion and the terrible Tichborne case, it has not by any means 
been relinquished. A good deal has already been written, 
and the Chief Justice has spent many hours, won from his 
laborious weeks, at the British Museum in collecting evi- 
dence. The services of an eminent expert in handwriting 
have also been called into requisition. 
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LEGAL ITEMS. 

The New York Times gives an account of the execution 
of an “ uxoricide.” 

The borough of Stockport has twenty-six magistrates and 
twenty-eight policemen. 

i» There are for next term 153 cases in the Divorce Court, 
against 155 at the commencement of Michaelmas Term. 

It is stated that Mr. Ayrton is now engaged in drawing 
up a Mutiny Bill suitable to the present circumstances of 
the army. 

The Marquis of Londonderry has been elected chairman 
of Merionethshire quarter sessions, in succession to the late 

_Mr. Meredyth Richards. 

The Scotsman announces that Lord Cowan, who has for 
some weeks past been suffering from severe illness, has 
resigned his seat as a Judge in the Court of Session. 

The Daily News says that Mr. Palles, Q.C., is to be the 
new Lord Chief Baron of the Irish Court of Exchequer ; 
that Mr. Law will succeed to the Attorney-Generalship; 
and that Mr. Johnston is to be Solicitor-General. 


Lord Belper, on account of ill-health and advancing 
years, has given in his resignation of the chairmanship of 
the Nottingham sessions, but the magistrates have sent to 
him their reasons why he should defer actual retirement. 

We announced last week the probability of the resigna- 
tion of Sir William Bodkin, assistant judge at the Middlesex 
Sessions. He has sent in his resignation, but will continue 
to hold office until the appointment of his successor. The 
appointment is worth £1,500 a year. . 

A Parliamentary paper issued on Wednesday relating to 
the payments made from the Exchequer in aid or in substi- 
tution of local rates or charges shows that in 1843 the pay- 
ments for the United Kingdom amounted to £623,981; in 
1853, £1,261,593; in 1863, £1,762,513; and in 1878, 
£2,395, 842. 


The Law Society of Liverpool have received a letter from ! 


the First Commissioner of Works, dated 6th December, 

saying that he had the subject of sites of local courts of 

justice in that town under consideration, and that a further 

— would be made as to the proposed deputa- 
on. 

The new law courts at Winchester, says the Times, are now 
virtually completed, and the restoration of the old Gothic hall 
of Winchester Castle to its former design is nearly finished. 
The designs of the new courts and restoration were furnished 
by Mr. T. H. Wyatt, architect, and the total cost of the whole 
work has probably been over £30,000. 

A contemporary states that probably ia consequence of 
the statement mede in the Builder to the effect that the 
works of the new Jaw Courts would be commenced “on the 
first Monday in the new year,’’ a considerable number of 
labourers assembled oi Monday morning at the gates of the 
hoarding surrounding the site. The statement turns out, 
however, to have been made without authority, and the 
date for the commencement of operations is as yet unfixed. 

The Roumanian Chambor has passed by a majority of 
two-thirds of the House, a Bill, abolishing trial by jury in 
criminal cases. It appears, says the Eastern Budget, from 
the statistics which were put forward in support of the Bill, 
that juries in Roumania are so incapable of forming an 
accurate judgment in such cases that the great majority of 
— tried for murder, theft, and forgery since the 

Atroduction of the jury system have been acquitted under 
Circumstances which left no doubt as to their guilt. 


A committee of the Liverpool Corporation have issued a 
Teport in which it is proposed to rescind the resolution 
passed on the 13th June, 1866, limiting the maximum an- 
nual salary payable in respect of the oftices of deputy Town- 
clerk and deputy borough-solicitor to £700 each ; and to 
increase the salary of the deputy Town-clerk (Mr. Christ. 
Moorhouse) from £700 to £850 per annum; that of the 
deputy borough-solicitor (Mr. George James Atkinson) from 
£700 to £850 per annum ; and to increase the salaries of 
several clerks in the Town-clerk’s department. 

Mr. Henry Glassford Bell, sheriff of Lanarkshire, died on 
Wednesday afternoon at four o'clock, at his residence at 
Glasgow. He had undergone amputation of the hand about 
_ two months ago, when it was feared he would succumb, but 
| after rallying he relapsed. Mr. Bell was admitted a mem- 





| 








ber of the Faculty of Advocates in 1832, and in 1839 he was 
appointed one of the Sheriffs Substitute of Glasgow, and in 
1867 he was raised to the office of Sheriff Principal, on the 
death of Sir Archibald Alison. He was known to the lite- 
rary world as the author of the poem Mary Queen of Scots. 

A novel judicial difficulty is reported from Jersey. It 
appears that according to the law of that island there must 
be at least seven judges on the bench during the criminal 
assize, unless the number be reduced—but aot helow five— 
in case of sickness or absence from the island. In either 
case a declaration must be made on behalf of the absentees, 
specifying the cause of their non-attesdance. On Saturday 
only six of the twelve judges were present—Judges Lerrier, 
Marett, Gruchy, Picot, Falle,and Gaudin. Three who were 
sick sent the necessary declaration, and were dispensed with. 
The remaining three judges, De Quetteville, Duheaume, and 
Dumaresq, were unrepresented. 1a consequence of this 
neglect, the bailiff, although thirty-eight jurymen and many 
witnesses were in attendance, said he had no alternative but 
to postpone the business until Monday, which was accord- 
ingly done. 

Mr. Graham, solicitor, of Charles-street, appeared at 
Marlborough-street police court, om Wednesday, on @ 
summons charging him with having puclished a libel con- 
cerning Mr. Marsh, formerly his partner. It was stated by 
counsel that the partnership formerly existing between Mr. 
Graham and Mr. Marsh having been dissolved, some legal 
proceedings were taken. Before they terminated certain 
books relating to the accounts were removed from Mr. 
Graham’s offices. In a letter to Mr. Marsh, Mr. Graham 
designated the removal as “ surreptitious purloining ’’ of the 
books. This was the libel complained of. After some dis- 
cussion between the magistrate ani the counsel it was 
eventually agreed that Mr. Graham should withdraw the 
words personally offensive to Mr. Marsh, adding a declara- 
tion that they were not intended to apply personally to Mr. 
Marsh, but only to express his sense ot tho unauthorised 
removal from his premises. ‘he summons was then with- 
drawn. 

On the 6th inst. the question of coroner’s jurisdiction to 
which we referred last week was raised before Mr. Justice Fitz- 
gerald, sitting in chambers. An application was made, with 
the concurrence of one of the coroners, on the part of Ann 
Winnifred Marshall, the groom’s wife who is charged with 
poisoning a soldier in Portobello Barracks, for a habeas 
corpus to allow her to be present at the inquest. It was 
resisted, says the Irish correspondent of the Zimes, hy the 
Solicitor-General, who contended that the practice hitherto 
followed in Ireland was illegal and inconsistent with that 
pursued in England; that if the motion were granted it 
wouid give a precedent for others of « similar kind through- 
out the country, and that it wus not necessary for the defence 
of the accused, against whom informations would certainly 
be returned for trial by the police magistrates, that she 
should be present during the inquiry before, the coroner. 
Mr. Justice Fitzgerald, in giving judgment, expressed his 
opinion that some alteration of the law was required to 
render such applications unnecessary, and that they 
presented to the public an unseemly aspect. The course 
adopted in Dublin up to a very recent period of sending 
accused persons from the magistrates’ courts to the coroner’s 
court was no doubt illegal, but the coroner's jurisdiction was 
very ancient, having existed, in fact, before the office of 
Sclicitor-General or Attorney-General was instituted. It 
was the duty of the coroner to hold the inquiry, no matter 
whether the magistrates committed the accused or not, and 
there ought to be some mode arranged, either by the consent 
of the Attorney-General or by an order of the magistrates, 
by which, in proper cases, the accused, though in custody, 
might be bronght before the coronor’s court, Thinking it 
desirable that the prisoner should be present in the coroner’s 
court, his Lordship felt bound to grant the writ. 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SBKCURITIES. 


(ndiaStk.,10}pCt.Apr.'74,205 | (nd. Eof.Pr.,5 pC., Jan.*72 
Dittofor Account. — | Ditto,54 per Cent.,May,'79 101 
Witto Sper Cent., July, 80107} | Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account ,— April ,"64— 

Ditto 4 perCeat., Oot. "88 101 | Do.Do,Sper Cont., Aug, "73 1009 
Ditto, ditto Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 por Ct,, £1000 
Ditto Snfaced Ppr.,t per Cont.o4 | Ditto, ditto, ander £1000 
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GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 

Last Quorarrox, Jax. 9, 1874. 
3 per Cent, Consols, 924 Annuities, April, ’85 9% 
Ditto for Account, 923 Feb. 4 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 913 Ex Bills, £1000, 24 per Ct. 6 dis 
New 34 per Cent., 913 Ditto, £500, Do 6 dis 
Do. 34 perCent., Janu, "94 | Ditto, £100 & £200, 6 dis 
Do..2§ perCont., Jan. ’94 | Bank of England Stock* 5 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan.’73 Ct, (last half-year) 23 
Annuities, Jau.’80 — Ditte for Account, 


RAILWAY STOCK, 





Railways. Paid.|Closing Prices 


Stock, Bristol and Exeter 
Stock Caledonian .......... 

Stoek Giasgow and Sout! 

Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 

Stock Great Northern ............s00seee 

Stock Do., A Stock* 

Stock Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Stock Great Western—Original 

Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire  ........ccccccocssseeres 
Stock London, Brighton, and South Coast 

Stock London, Chatham, and Dover,,............ssee+es 
Stock London and North-Western 

Stock Londomand South Western 

Stock Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln 

Stock Metropolitan 
Stock| Do., District . 
Stock! Midland 

Stock North British ... 
Stock North Eastern 
Stock North London... 
Stock North Staffordshire .........ccccccer-sosse-sceeeees 
Stock South Devon «sone 

Stock South-Eastern ........... pachiananie cen ak a 














® A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. ‘has been paid to Bb. 


Money Market AND City INTELLIGENC”. 

The Bank rate was reduced on Thursday from 4} per 
cent. to 4 percent. The preportion of reserve to liabilities 
has risen from 39 per cent. to over 43} per cent. There 
has been much dulness in the railway market throughout 
the week, and prices have declined, but in the foreign 
market the tone has been firm, and business rather active. 

Sir Robert W. Carden & Co. are authorised to receive 
applications for £300,000 Perpetual Seven per Cent. First 
Mortgage Debentures of the North Western Railway and 
Montevideo Company (Limited), forming part of £600,000 
authorised to be raised in debentures by the company’s 
articles of association; the interest payable on the 
debentures will be the first charge on thewhole undertaking 
and also on the Government guaranteed interest, amount- 
ing to £77,000 per annum, and further takes precedence 
over the share capital of £500,000. The price of subscrip- 
tion is fixed at 8 per cent., payable on or before April 1. 
The company has been formed for the construction and 
working of a line of railway from the city and port of 
Salto to the port of Santa Rosa, on the frontier of Brazil, 
110 miles ia length. The Government of Uruguay 
guarantees to the company, for forty years from the date 
of opening of each section of the line, a net revenue of 7 
per cent. per annum in sterling on a sum of £10,000 per 
mile, the railway and all its appurtenances remaining the 
property of the company in perpetuity, and to be free 
from all imposts and dues for the term of forty years. 








COURT PAPERS. 
COURT OF PROBATE, AND COURT FOR DIVORCE 
AND MATRIMONIAL CAUSES. 
Srrrines In AND AvTER Hitary Tero. 
Probate Causes without Juries and Undefended Divorce 
Causes.—Jan 14, 15, 16, 17. 
Full Court.—Jan. 21. 
Defended Divorce Causes.—Jan. 21, 22, 23, 24, 28, 29, 30, 


31. 

Probate and Divorce Common Juries.—Feb, 4, 5, 6, 7, 11, 
12, 13, 14. 

Probate and Divorce Special Juries. —Feb. 18, 19, 20, 21, 
25, 26, 27, 28; March 4, 5, 6, 7, 11, 12, 13, 14,18, 19, 20, 
21. 

The Judge will sit in Chambers, to hear sammonses, at 
half-past ten, and in Court, to hear motions, at twelve on 

Tuesday, Jan. 13, and on every succeeding Tuesday, until 


Vyse v Foster 


(limited) and Co.’s Acts. 


Croaker v Standing L.C. for 
M.R.—13 Nov 

Chadwick v Chadwick app 
and original mtn (revived) 
pthd §8.—8 July 187] 


| Fothergijl v Rowland app on 


demr of Richard Rowland 
R.—20 Nov 

Fothergill v Rowland app on 
demr of E. C. Spiekett hk. 
—20 Nev 

Fothergill v Rowland app on 
demr of J. H. Mayor R.— 
20 Nov 

Synge v Synge L.J. James 
for V.C. Wickens—24 Nov 


Price v Baines md pt hd 
(12 Jan) 

Prichard vy Collette ¢ VC W 
Collette v Prichard c V C W 
Ridgway v Ridgway, 1868.— 
R.—49 cause with witns. 
(31 Jan) 

Ridgway v Ridgway, 1868.— 
R.—145 cause with witns 
(31 Jan) 

Scott v Laver md VC M 
Cameron v Leyland cause, wits 


Salmon v Brooks 
Wood v Wood md VCM 


Faulkner v Kershaw cause & 
demr., with witns (abated) 
VCM 


cause, witns 


Hodges v Wieland m d, witns 
beforeexamr VCH 

Smith v Keysell cause V C W 
(13 Jan) 

Kellaway, pauper, v Douglas 
m d, witns before examr 
VCW 


Smith v Smith mfd VCW 

Matthews v Roberts md 

The Thames Iron Works Ship 
Building, Engineering and 
Dry Dock Co. (Limited) v 
Nisbet c, wits (day to be 
fixed) 

Ward v Lawson c 

Oliver v Oliver md 

Myers v Smyth md 

Fuller v South African Silver & 
Copper Mining Co. (limd.), ¢, 
with witns (day to be fixed) 

Jonesv Church md (S.O.) 

Miller v Crockett fe (SO. 

Meek, Knt., v Webster m 
witns before examr 

Joseph v Emanuel md 

Berry v Gibbons fe (S. 0.) 

Gibbons v Gibbons fc (S.0.) 

Smith v Hart c, transferred 
from V C Bacon by order 
(13 Jan) 

Minet v Morgan wm d cross 
examn in Court, by order 


Causes transferred from the 
December, 1873. 





Tuesday, March 24, inclusive. 


Barrett v Beck mfd VCM 
Kettlev Drayner mfd VCM 9 May 


—_—————— 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
CAUSE LIST. 
Sittings for Hilary Term, 1874. 
Before the Lorp CHANCELLOR and Lorps Justicrs, 
Appeal Motions. 


In re Heathcote’s Trusts original motion 
North Eastern Railway Company v Jackson 


Imperial Land Company of Marseilles v Masterman 
In re Anglo-Moravian Hungarian Junction Railway Company 


Appeals. 


Moon v The Original Hartlepool 
Collieries Co, (Limited B, 
—28 Nov 

Whitehead y Whitehead WN. 
—10 Dee i 

Clark v The School Board for 
London m d and ap mota, 
—12 Dec 

Goodson v Richardson R,— 
23 Dec 


Hatton v Hayward M.—2% 


ec 

Nicholson v Welsh R.—30 
Dec 

Meyrick v Mathias m d and 
petn. in Meyrick v Laws 
(from M.R.) by order 


Before the MASTER oF THE ROLLs. 
Causes set down previous to Transfer. 


Icke v Underhill md 

Taylor v Rule md witns before: 
examnr 

Atherton v Merriman fe pt 
hd (S. 0. 

Still v_ Elliott 
(13 Jan) 

Taylor v Taylor fe 

Martin v Cunningham ec (20 


an) 

Caffin v Caffin md 

Wright v Phillips c 

Higgatt v Higgatt fc and 
sumns to vary 

The Protector Endowment 
Loan and Annuity Co, ¥ 
Fitzroy _c (abated) 

Averill v Beeston m d (re« 
stored by order) 

Illiff v Ward, Nicholson y¥ 
Ward m 4d, witns before 


exmr 
Gael v Fenwick m d (¥ 
CH 
Blackburn v Strange sp ¢ 
Morten v Morten fe 
Coles v Coles md 
Richards v Coles m d ade 
vanced, by order 
Lees vCoulton md 
Abbott v Shaw md 
Tomkins v The City Offices 
Bare Hv 4 of Glossop 
Jaron Howard of G v 
Earl Shrewsbury md (¥ 


CH) 

Gallwey, Bart, v Lord Walsing- 
ham spc 

Kennard v Kennard fc 

Cator v Drew spe(VCH) 

Igglesden v Foord fo 

Foster v Pullen fe 

Curtis v Bowden md 

: ervis Ma Mdbassesgn 9 m d 

nre Marquess of Anglesey & 
Estate, hae Paget v Angle- 
sey fc &3 sumns 

Besley v Bes fe 

Collings v J c 


c, with witns 


Books of the Vice-Chancellors 


Sir R. Maxine and Sir Caantes Haut, by Order dated 19th 


7 Mav 
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Barnes v Barnes ¢, wits VC M 9 May 
Goodwin vGray mfd VCM 9 May 
Lloyd v Finlay mfd VCM 21 May 
Plumer v Gregory mfd VCM 26 May 
Darcy v Batt mfd VCM 28 Maywitns before examr 
Bleckmore v Tuck mfd VCM 28 May 
Jupp v Callaway mfd VCM 31 May 
Maunsell v Payne mfd VCM 2 June 
Ffrench v The British Commercial Insurance Co. (Limited) 
mfd VCM 3 June 
Gruning v Smethurst c VCM 3 June 
Torrens v Hilliard mfd VCM 6 June 
Whitaker v Whitaker mfd VCM 10 June 
Belcherv Green mfd VCM 11 June 
Gould v Clavey mfd VCM 13 June 
Laurie v Hemsworth mid VCM 16 June 
Caballero v Henty mfd VCM 21 June 
Cleaver vJones mfd VCM 23 June 
Murrell v Elkins c VCM 25 June 
Browne v White mfd VCH 2 June 
Dickinson v Parr c VCH 26 June 
Johnson v Bailey c VCM 27 June 
Wilson v Wilson c VCH 27 June 
Payne v Wright c VCH 27 June 
Camm v Read c VCM 28 June 
Gray v Denton mfd VCH 28 June 
Hockin v Hockin mfd VCM 30Jun 
Bailey v Hartley mfd ‘ ; 
Gibsonv Taylor mfd V 
MacLellan v Buchanan 
Wilson v Compton mf 
Cook v Needham mfd 
Hoyes v Wright mfd 
Johnson v Johnson mfd 
Dimsdale v Frith mfd 
Devereux v Dickson c VC 
Gatecliffv Ward mfd VC 
Colson v Norris mfd VC ‘ 
Campbell v Francis mfd VCH 12 July 
Burnand v Taylor c, wits VCM 14 July 
Whelpdale v Crosse mfd VCM 14 July 
Lloyd v Evans mfd VCM l4July 
Hastie v Pilcher mfd VCH 16 July 
isson v Laver mfd VCH 15 July 
Brownv Beet mfd VCM 16 July 
Peel y Smith c, witns VCM 18 July 
Benson v Tyson c VCH 18 July 
Humphrey v Lawson mfd VCM 19 July 
Troman v Manners-Sutton mfd (short) VCH 19 July 
Moody v Martin mfd VCM 21 July 
Thynuev Day c VCM 227 uly 
Cayless v Sills c VCM 23 July 
Stansfield v Peverall mfd VCH 24 July witns before examr 
Leach v Smith mfd VCM 265 July 
Koelbel vy Gardner mfd VCM 25 July 
Boutmy v Boutmy mfd VCH 28July 
Boutmy v Burdett mfd VCH 28 July 
Palmer v Akers mfd VCM 29 July 
Atkinson v Jones c VCH 29 July 
Brownev Rye mfd VCH 29 Jul 
Smith v Smith c, witns VCM 30 July 
Fisher v Harrison mfd VCM 31 July 
Grimley v Arnold mfd VCH 81 July 
Darke v Clough mfd VCH 31 July 
Darke v Starr mfd VCH 31 July 
Armstrong v Armstrong mfd VCM lAug 
Dayv Stoward mfd VCM 2Aug 
Slacky Stott mfd VCH 7 aug 
Adams vNorris mfd VCH S8Aug 
Littlefield v Plomer c VCH 8 Aug 
fliggs vy Ritherdon mfd VC M 9 Aug 
Tetley v Dunwell mfd VCH 9 Aug 
Prieev Ray c VCH 11 Aug 
Brace v Le Cerf mfd VCH 12 Aug 
Browny Moore mfd VCH 12 Aug 
rough v Jackaman mfd VCM 13 Aug 
Ball v Connett c VCM 28 Aug 
Ward v Ramsden mfd VCM 11 Sept 
Taggly Angell mfd VCM 16 Sept 
Kidd v Tallentire mfd VCH 16 Sept 
v Wilde mf d 18 Sept 
De Tourville v Beswi i CH 
thy Snith mfd 
vNunn mf d 
ll v ane ¢ VC 
v Hooper m 
Moate v Monte. mfd 


18 Sept 





Whitworth v Sellars mfid VCM 10Nov 

Levick vSherman mfd VCM 11 Nov 

Harris v Mozley mfd VCM I11Nov 

Mozley v Harris c VCM 11 Nov 

Thomasv Davies mfd VCM 11 Nov 

Hewitt v Batt mfd VCM 12Nov_ witns. beforeexamr 


Mayhew v Calder c V CM 


13 Nov 


End of Transfer. 


Causes set down since the Transfer. 


Saull v Browne exons for 
insufficy 

Williams vy Games e 

Cardigan v Curzon-Howe fc 


In re Elizabeth ‘Thexton’s 


Estate, and Thexton v 
Edmonson fc 

Bishop of Lincoln v Hayward 
md (VCH) 


Marter v Marter fc 

London and Brighton Cheap 
Coal Supply Co. (Limited) 
v Fawcett m d (short) 

Harward v Harward md 

The European Assurance 
Society v Lee md 

D’Arcy v Beachey c 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir RicHARD MALINS. 
Causes. 


Matthaei v Galitzin dem and 
motn (12 Jan) 

The British and American 
Telegraph Co. (Limited) v 
Colquhoun, Bart. m d, pt 
hd restored by order (13 


Jan) 

Hall v Harland m d, pt hd 

Rennick v Kino m d (ad- 
vanced by order) 

Harvey v Horry 
(14 Jan) 

Smith v Grant md, pt hd 

The Great Western Colliery 
Co. (Limited) v Tucker 
exons for insufficiency to 
answer of S. W. Tucker 

Same v Same exons for in- 
sufficiency to answer of 
E. H. Thomas 

Simpson v Firebrace exons 
for insu fliciency 

Hough v Rankin 
insufficiency 

Roberts v Le Hir 
whole bill 

Blakey v Rushworth 
restored by order 

Paine v Jones c, with witns 
(day to be fixed) 

Whiteley v Kemp md 

Brock v Cridland md 

Newman v Hendy md 

Kent v Kent md 

Nind vy Church md 

Schollick v Edye md 

Pickering v Ager cc, wits (day 
to be fixed) 

Wilson v Thornbury md 

Taylor v East London Ry. Co. 
1872.—T.—1ll md 

Taylor v East London Ry. Co. 
1872.—_T.—1l4l m ad 

Pudge v Pudge md 

Randell v Samels md 

Kelsey v Kelsey c¢ 

Bryan v Moss md 

Parks v Briscoe md 

Street v Bonsor c, wits (day 
to be fixed) 

Canter v Wodehouse cc, 
confesso 

Pizzey v Wilkinson fc 

Flood v Hampden md 

Reece v Reece fe 

Walker v Dobson spe 

De Bay v Griffin ¢ 

Bradshaw v Congreve md 

Bright, Knt.,v Marcoartu md 

Webster v Malcolm ec 

Stewart v Lupton ¢, 
witns (day to be fixed 

Barnston v Barnston spc 

Rotch v Marshall sp ¢ 

Pollard v Wright md 

Topken v Parrott sp ¢ 

Hancock vy Heaton 
sumns 

Parker vy McKenna c 


md, pt hd 


exons for 
plea to 


Sp case, 


pro 


with 


fe & 


Pemberton v Barnes f ¢c and 


sumns. 

White v Witt fc & sumns to 
vary 

Souch v East London Ry. Co. 
m d 

Ex pte. E. Brain & ors. petn. 
of right 

Okey v Hogg fe 

Prince v Dear md 

Harding wv Spiller f ¢ & 
two sumns to vary 

Thomas v Howell f c 

Moses v James fe 

Maddin v Driscoll md 

May v May fe 

Lucas v Siggers m d and 
exmn. of I’. Berry by order 

Perring v Trail fe 

Hooperv Hooper fe 

Trebileock v Thomas 

Collins v Thorn fe 

Blayney v Lawrence fe 

Pearce v London Tramways 
Co. (Limd.) md 

Vickers v Dicks md 

Shelton v Kidman fe (short) 

Wier v Gisborne m d witns, 
before exmnr 

Dutton v Heckenhull fc and 
sumns to vary 

Rodgers & Sons (Limd.) ¥ 
Rodgers md _ witns before 
examr 

Blacque v Rowlinson md 

Collins v Slade e¢ 

Bintley v Wright case on app 
from Brampton County 
Court, Cumberland 

Taylor v Poncia fe 

Narraway v Beattie fe 

Halfpenny v Davies fe 

Elmes v Jull fe 

De Stacpoole v De Stacpoole fe 

Spear vy Whitworth, c 
(not before 1 March) 

Stacpoole v Dunn fe 

Simon v Lloyd md 

Murray v Light m d (S. 0.) 

Collyer v Collyer-Bristow fe 

Gielgud v Camus c 

Williams v Gilding md 

National . Society v School 
Board for London md 

Attorney-General v English 

ad 


fe 


m 

May v Robertson c 

Pring v Gimblett md 

Martell v Dear md 

Chugg v Chugg md 

Kelson v Dart md 

Dancer v The Attorney-Gene~ 
ral fe 

Vassall v Morgan md 

Learmonth v Learmonth md 

Dianey v Sturgeon md 

Disney v Halstead md 

Borough of Folkestone v¥ 
Ramell oc 
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Killworth v Keyes - spc 

Milligan v The Phospho Guano 
Co. (Limited) md 

Borough of Huddersfield v 
Jacomb c 

Credland v Potter md 

Horn v Buckley fc 

Addison vy Cox md 

Walker v Beckley fe 

De Ryckman v Counhaye md 

Elton v Curteis ¢ 

Currie v Gleig md 

Nokes v Gandy case on app. 
from Chelmsford County Ct. 

Jones v Jones md 

Morgans v Evans md 

Kearsley vy Kearsley md 


Thomson v Flinn case on app. 
from Camberwell County 
Court 

Adams v Brownson fc 

Cox v Barker m d (short) 

Kerry v Housley m d (short) 

Solomon v Minter c 

Swete v Tindal md(VC H) 

Swete v Cookson md (VC H) 

In re Gledstane’s Estate, and 
Gledstanee v Croyden fc 
and sumns to vary 

Lady Hastings v Heane m d 
(short) 

Richards v Williamson c 

Ward v Thompson c 

Wells v Smith md 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Str JAMES Bacon. 
Causes set down previous to Transfer. 


Batchelor v Bladen m d 
(S. 0.) 

Great Western Insurance Co. 
v Cunliffe m 4d, wits to 
be cross-examined abroid 
(abated) 


Youde v Cloud 
before examiner 

Bailey v Schweitzer c, with 
wits (dav to be fixed) 

Wilson v The Furness Ry. 
Co. m d (not before 21 Jan) 


m d wits 


Remaining causes transferred from the Books of the Vice- 
Chancellors Sir R. Mattns and the late Sir J. Wickens, by 
order dated 9th June, 1873. 

Yardley v Holland mfd VCM _ 381 January pt hd (13 Jan) 

Heron v Davey mfd VCM 11 February 

Brown v Towell cause with witns. VCM 11 February (20 


Jan) 


Towell v Brown cause with witns. 


Jan 
Wylam v Watts 
Rudge v Bennett 


mfd 


cause 


VCM 15 February (20 


VCM_ 18 February 
VCM 


19 February 


Ramm v Taylor mfd VCM_ 19 February 


Healey v Borough of Batley mfd VCM 


(special exwwnr. apptd.) 


Latham v Chartered Bank of India, China, & Australia 


VCM 24 February 
Lewis v Lewis mfd 
Pickering v Chadwick 

February 


Hom v King mfd VCW 


VCW 
mfd VOM 27 February 
Colquhoun, Knight, v Courtenay 


22 February 
mfd 
25 February 


mfd VC W 27 


28 February 


Countess de Palatiano v Hartley mfd VCM 3 March 
Bell v London and South-Western Bank, limited m fd V CM 


3 March 
Gott v Gott mfd 
Swain v Swain 


VCM 4 March 
mfd VCM 4 March 


Schanck v Scott, Bart. mfd VOM 5 March 


Blakeley v Crawshaw 
Dixon v Fisken 
Singer v Audsley cause 

Wickham v Fitz-Worlock 

10 March 

Dick vy Montague mfd 

Hoe v Thorpe cause 
Greg v Sagar cause, with wits 
Barton v Hobson 
Ive v Smith mfd 


Greaves v Smith 


mfd VCW 


cause VCW 6 March 
mfd VCM 

VCW 
cause, evidence viva voce V C M 


VCw 
VCwW 


8 March 
8 March 


10 March 

10 March 
VCW 12 March 
14 March 


VCW 15 March 


VCW 15 March 
Gwynne v Great Eastern Ry. Co, 


cause 


mfd VC W 18 March 


Smith v Butler mfd VCW 18 March 


Meorev Rors mfd VCM 


19 March 
Bumpus v Bumpus mfd VCM 


20 March 


Woodford v Brooking mfd VCW 20 March 


Coghlan v Kempe mfd 


VCM 


21 March 


Mackrell v Notley mfd VC W = 21 March 


Shaw v Longbottom 


Porter v Bell m fd 


mfd VCW 
Driver v Driver mfd VCW 


21 March 
24 March 


VCW 26 March 


Dubois v Charsley mfd VCW 28 March 


Cooper v Green mfd 
Cole v Scott mfd VCM 
Green v Cooper cause 

Rumboll v Taylor m fd 


VCM 2 April 
Snelling v Thomas 
Fisher v Russell 


VCM 31 March 
1 April 
VCM I 
VCM 
Wilson v Northampton & Banbury Junction Ry. Co. 


mfd VCW 2 April 
mfd VCW 4 April 


April 
1 April 
mfd 


Robins v Rose mfd VC W 4 April 
Parker v Trigg mfd VCM 8 April 


Parnell vy Stevens mfd VCW 8 April 


exmnr. 
Tomlinson v Lowe 


mfd VC W 9 April 
Bulley v Bulley cause VC W 
Baron Greville v Greville mfd V 


Berry v Harris mfd VOM 10 April 


witnesses before 


9 Apri 
W 9 April 





——_ 
Dean v Butt Stephenson v Butt cause VC W 16 April 
Evans v Verrall mfd VC W 16 April 
Bird v Bird’s Patent Deodorising and Utilising Sewage Oo, 


limited mfd VCW 
Worthington v Curtis 


18 April 
mfd VCW_ 26 April 


Pp 
Earl Waldegrave v Bastard mfd VCW_ 26 April 
Lancaster v Walker mid VC W 28 April 


Moon v Veale cause VC W 


Bates v Eley cause with witus. 


Eley v Bates cause V C W 


29 April 


VC W 30 April 


6 May 


Hooper v Abell mfd VCW 1 May 
End of Transfer 


Causes set down since the Transfer. 


Menier v Hooper’s Telegraph 
Works (Limited) dem of 
Hooper’s Telegraph Works 
(Limited) and Another 

Menier v Hooper s ‘lelegraph 
Works (Limited) dem of 
H. W. Crace and Another 

Edmundson v Hargreaves m d 

Mackett v Bayliss md 

Attorney-General v The Fur- 
ness Ry. Co, md 

Fothergill v Rickards md 

Forbes v Black md 

Williams v Evans c wits 

Hyde v Large md 

Wood v Harrogate Improve- 
ment Commissioners md 

Levy v Creighton md 

Hoggarth vSimpson md 

Adkins v The Common Council 
of City of London md 

Vaughan v Halliday ¢ & sums 

Walker v Hellawell f ¢ 

Norris v Barber fc 

Adie v Clark, c, witns trans- 
ferred from M. R. by order 

Clark v Adie c¢, witns 

Sykes v Smith fe 

Lownds v Williams fc 

Earle v Appleyard fc and 
sumns to vary 

Attorney General v_ Metro- 
politan Beard of Works ¢ 

Gibbon v Fox md 


Stenhouse v Davidson md 

Donaldson v Donaldson fe 

Moorhood v Morley fe 

Love v Hall md 

Packman v Wells fe 

Finch v Pescott fe = 

In re John Tomkins, deceased 
Gardner v Peach fe 

Shand v Du Buisson e¢ 

Dearden v Lees c 

Coulthard v Dewhurst fe . 

Drew v Drew md 

Nicholson v Carline fc 

Atherton v DeCastro md 

Cates v Garside md 

Allan vy Gott fe 

Watts v Hughes fc 

Oliver v Oliver md 

Wilson v O'Leary fe 

Paddon v Winch md 

Edwards v Warden c 

Dawson v Small fc 

Hutchinson v Plant fc (short) 

The Photogenic Gas Company 
(Limited) v Mongruel c¢ 

Phillips v Marshall ¢ 

Edwards y Anderson md 

Stubbs v Lewis f ¢ 

Glover v Ellison rehearing 
of fur. conson 

Wood v Wood cause set down 
at request of defendants 

Schwartz v Hamshaw md 
(short) 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir Cuartes HALL. 
. Causes. 


Holmes v Cotton dem of H. 
Cotton and others 

Holmes v Cotton dem of Rev. 
A. B. Cotton and others 

Davies v Williams dem 

Elias v Griffiuh exons for in- 
sufficiency 

Benson v Winkworth dem 

Camps v Marshall m d wits 
before examr 

Bullocke v Bullocke 
wits before exmr 

Clipperton v Cartwright m d 

Bell v Bell md 

Re John Evans’ Estate, Evans 
v Evans fc & sums 

Pickard v Pickard md 

Marshall v Marshall c, with 
wits (21 Jan) 

Curnick vy Tucker md 

Oldham v Oldham c, wits (19 


m 4d, 


Jan) 
Gill v Downing md 
Lake v Baylay md 
Tyssen v Stacey spc 
Bolton v Adams md 
Lovibond v Perryn md 
Angell vy Wilkinson ¢ 
Angell v Ronald c 
Hare v Topham md 
Viant v Hart md 
Attorney-General v Ray md 
Burbury v Burb m d 
res v "“Ghembariain 


m 

Turner v London and South 
Western Railway Co. m d 

Tosswill v Gillman md 

Horwood v Penny md 

Carnegie v Carnegie c, with 
wits (10 Feb) 


Horton v Hall md 
Wilkes v Wilkes md 
Beckstt v Buckley md 
Haynes v Earl md 
Waystaffv Colvin md 
Hodges v Patrick ¢, with wits 
Silverthorne v Spokes, Knt. 
md 
De Lisle v Hodges md 
Cook v Giggall md 
Peters v Haine fe 
Waldy v Bradshaw md 
Master v Richards fe 
Saull v Saull fe 
Hopkin v Ollard md 
Rhodes v Rhodes fe 
Cope v Evans md 
Walker v Lawton fe 
Hunter v Wortley fc 
Hervey v Hervey fe 
Lane v Sewell fe 
Whitehouse v Horton fe 
Batteson v Hobson fe 
Wakefield v Mattock fc & 
sumns. to va 
Gillespie v Howard md 
Millikin v Lowe fe 
Perry v Bacon fe 
Marsh v Marsh fc 
Boynton v Boynton md 
Adcock v Robinson fc 
Havelock v Priestly ¢ 
Laidler v Laidler md 
West v Binns c (set down at 
request of defendant 
Thomas v Davies m 
Gray v Bateman md 
Haines v Ricketts md 
Cann vCann md 
Watkins v Evans fc 
Macneill v Popplewell md 
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urv The Iceland Sul- Bennett v Cocks fe 
i Metcalfe v Laws md 


Drew v Maslem fe Early v Gouldsmith fc 


Knowles v The Midland Ry. Minns v Gregory md 
Co. md Harrison v Enfield Local Board 
Routledge v Richardson fc md 
Keys v Keys md Woodv Evans fe 
Coppin v Coppin fc Willoughby v Storer fc 
Gill vGill spe Jonesv Walker fe 


Osborn v Osborn fc Chapman v Cheatle md (sht) 
Haslam v Eastwood fe Spoor v Lawson md 
Rawnsley v Collingwood md em v Dorkis fc 
Holme v Wootton fe Aburrow v Pink fc 
Mutlow v L. M. Bigg md Lewsey v Buller f c (short) 
Kitching v Jones md Leith v Bruyeres spc 
Houlgrave vEdwards md Maxfield v Wileman fc 
Peele v Sandford md Nowell v Dickinson c 
Cottrell v Finney md Skinner v Addison md 
Bingley v Benton md Satterthwaite vEmmett c 
Field v Clark fe Lamb v Walmesley f c 
Kinghorn v Williams c Newbold v Baker f c 
Evezard v Burke m d pro Hicks vCook md 
confesso Fry v Lovell m d (short) 
Hill v South Staffordshire Ry. Balfour v Sykes fo 
Co. fc & sumns Pigott v Beadon fc 
Elliot v Trimleston md Potter v Potter md 
Taylor vy Strange md Smith v M‘Dermott md 
Sawtell v Sawtell c (setdown Marquess of Downshire v 
at request of defendant) Bellyse fc 
Brooke v Ingham md Tyson v Benson c 
Fielding vy Moner md (13 Jan) Slade v Burford fc 
Platt v Nicholson md Rowe v Fitzgerald m d (short) 


PRIVY COUNCIL. 
SITTINGS. 
Jan. 13, and sit daily, except on Mondays. 








QUEEN’S BENCH. 
Sirtines at Nist Privs. 
IN TERM. 
Middlesex.—Jan. 13, 19, 26. 
There will not be any sittings during Term in London. 
AFTER TERM. 
Middlesex.—Feb. 2. | London.—Feb. 16. 
SittinGsS IN Banco. 
Motions and New ‘Trials.—Jan. 12, 13, 14. 15, 21 (and 
Crown Paper), 22, 26, 28, 29, 30, 31. 
The Court will sit in two divisions, when motions will be 
excluded. 
Special Paper.—Jan. 16, 20, 23, 27. 
Crown Paper.—Jan. 17, 24. 
Enlarged Rules, Motions, and New Trials.—Jan. 19. 





COMMON PLEAS. 
Srrrmncs at Nist Prius. 
IN TERM. 
Middlesex.—Jan. 13, 19, 26. 
The Court will not sit in London during Term, 
AFTER TERM. 
Middlesex.—Feb. 2, | London.—Feb. 16. 
Srrtines IN BANCO. 
Motions and New Trials.—Jan. 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 20, 
21, 23, 24, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31. 
Special Paper.—Jan. 19, 22, 26. 
The Court will, if necessary, sit in two divisions. 





EXCHEQUER. 
Srrrincs av Nist Privs. 
IN TERM, 
Middlesex,— Jan, 13, 19, 26. 
The Court will not sitin London during term. 
AFTER TERM. 
Middlesex.—Feb. 2. | London.—Feb. 16. 
SITTines IN BANco, 

Motions and New Trials.—Jan. 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 20, 

22, 28, 24, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31. 
Special Paper.—Jan. 19, 21, 26. 

The Court will, if necessary, sit in two divisions. 





EXCHEQUER CHAMBER. 
Srrrmes.—Jan. 13, 





COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEAL, 
Srrrines,—Jan. 24. 





HIGH COURT OF ADMIRALTY. 
Sirrrnes, 

Jan. 13, 20, 27; Feb. 10, 24; March 10, at 10.30 a.m., 
for summonses and motions in chambers. For motions in 
court at 11 a.m., and on every week-day from Jan. 12 to 
March 14 to hear causes. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
BADDELEY—On Jan. 5, at 28, Widmore-road, Bromley, Kent, 
the wife of F. P. Baddeley, solicitor, of a daughter. 


. BULLEN—On Dee. 27, at 2, Belsize-road, South Hampstead, the 


wife of E. U. Bullen, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

GREENBANK—On Jan. 7, at 18, Leamington-road Villas, West- 
bourne-park, W., the wife of Richard Hewetson Greenbank, 
of a daughter. 

HzENDERSON—On Jan 6, at 24, Lancaster-gate, Hyde-park, the 
wife of John Henderson, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

SHEILD—On Jan. 4, at Uppingham, Rutland, the wife of W. 
T. Sheild, Esq., solicitor, of a daughter. 

SmitH—On Jan 6, the wife of J. George Smith, barrister-at- 
law, 26, Lansdowne-crescent, Notting-hill, of a son. 

Top—On Dec. 31, at No. 3, Belgrave-crescent, Fdinburgh, the 
wife of John Wharton Tod, Writer tu the Signet, of a son. 


MARRIAGE. 
NETTLESHIP—TAaYyLoR—On Jan 8, at St. Andrew’s, Holborn, 
Richard Hutchinson Nettleship, of 37, John-street, Bedford- 
row, to Phillis White, daughter of the late W. H. Taylor, of 
Stamford. 


DEATHS. 

ABRAHAM—On Dec. 14, at Algiers, Thomas Smyth Abraham, 
of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, in the 36th year of hisage. 

KEIGHLEY —On Jan. 3, Thomas Dodd Keighley, Esq., of No. 
1, Great Winchester-street-buildings, E.C., and No. 59, High- 
bury-quadrant, N., in his 59th year. 

SmEpDLEY—On Dec. 30, at Perth-y-terfyn, Holywell, Rupert 
Smedley, solicitor, aged 68 years. 


LONDON GAZETTES, 





Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Farpar, Jan. 2, 1874. 

Hilleary, Gustavus Edward, Frederic Edward Hilleary, and Charles 
William Tunstall, solicitors and attorneys, 5, Fenchurch buildings, 
Fenchurch st, London. Dec 31 

Greenhalgh, James, and James Finney, attorneys and solicitors, 8 
Acresfield, Great Bolton. Dec 31 

Rothera, George Be!l, and Hanwell Holmes Carter, attorneys and soli- 
citors, Nettingham. Dec 31 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Fripar, Dec. 26, 1873 

Anglo-French Marezzo Marble Company, Limited.—By an order made 
by the M.R. dated Dec 20, it was ordered that the above company be 
wound up. Norman, Old Bond st, solicitor for the petitioners. The 
M.R. has fixed Friday, Jan 2, at 11, at his chambers, for the appoint- 
ment of an official liquidator. 

Ballycummisk Copper Mining Campany, Limited.—By an order made 
by the M.R. dated Dec 15, it was ordered that the voluntary winding 
up of the above company be continued, Childs and Batten, Fieet st, 
solicitors for the petitiouers. 

Junius Newspaper Company, Limited.—The M.R. has fixed Jan 8 at 
12, at his chamb«rs, for the appointment of an official liquidator. 

London and Australisin Agency Corporation, Limited.—Creditors re- 
sident in the United Kingdom are required, on or before Jan 21, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Edward Latchmore and John Walker Ford, Fiasbury 
place, South. Wednesday, Feb 4, at 12, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims of the credirors resident in 
the United Kingdom. Creditors resident out of the United Kindom 
are required, oa or before May 11, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry Ghinn, Andover 
Lodge, Dandenong rd, near Melbourne. Friday, July 24 at 12, is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Madrid Street Tramway Company, Limited.—Creditors are required, 
on or before Jan 24, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to John Edward Walker, Bartholo- 
mew House, Lothbury. Saturday, Feb 7, at 12, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 


Tvsspar Dee. 30, 1873. 
UNLimITRD IN CHANCERY. ue 

Appletreewick Lead Mining Company.—-By an order made by Vice- 
Chancellor Malins, dated Dec 23, it was ordered that the abore com- 
pany be wound up. Prior and Co, Lincoln's inn fields, solicitors for 
the petitioners. 

Limired wn Caancerry, 

Anglo-Brazilian Gold Mining Company, Limited.—Creditors are 
required, on or before Feb 12, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their dedts or claims to the liquidators, 52, Moor- 
gate st. Tuesday, Feb 24, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudi- 
cating upon the debts and claims, 

La Gauloise, Limited.—By an order made by the Master of the Relis, 
dated Dec 15, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the La 
Gauloise, Limited, be continued. Musgrave, Albert buildings, Queen 
Victoria st, solicitor for the petitioners, 
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Liversedge Water Supply Company, Limited.—By an order made by 
the Master ofthe Rolls, dated Dec 20, it was ordered that the above 
company be wound up. Emmet and Son, Bloomsbury square; agents 
for Sykes, Heckmondwike. 

Sao Vicente Mining Company, Limited.—Creditors are required, on or 
before Jan 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims to James Waddell, 12, Queen Victoria at. 
Tuesday, Feb 17Zat 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon 
the debts and claims 

South Wales Daily Newspaper Company, Lim ited.—Creditors are re- 
quired on or before Jan 27 to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims to Mr. James Thomas Snell, 
85 and 86. Cheapside. Tuesday, Feb 10 at 11.30, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Fripay, Jan. 2, 1874. 
LIMITED IN CHANCREY. 

London and Paris Pianoforte and Harmonium Company, Limited.— 
Petition for winding up, presented Dec 30, directed to be heard be- 
fore V.C. Bacon,on Jan 17. Walters and Gush, Finsbury circus, 
solicitors for the petitioners. 

Owen’s Patent Wheel Tire and Axle Company, Limited.—By an order 
made by V.C. Hall, dated Dec 22, it was ordered that the voluntary 
winding up of the above company be continued. Redhead, Southamp- 
ton st. Bloomsbury, agent for Potter and Brown, Rotherham, solici- 
tors of the petitioners. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Tuespay, Dec. 30, 1873. 
Black - cee Friendly Society, Black Horse Inn, Richmond, Surrey. 
Dec 2 


Independent Benefit Society, Prince of Wales Inn, Magdalen st, Col- 
chester, Essex. Dec 19 
Royal Union Society, Good Woman Inn, Doncaster, York. Dec 18 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripsr, Dec. 26, 1873. 

Bolton, John Henry, Lincoin’s inn, Solicitor. Jan 20. M.B. Rob- 
bins, New square, Lincoln’s inn 

Cass, Arthnr Henry. Calcutta; East Indies, Hotel Keeper. March 1. 
Atkins v Cass, M.R. Parkinson, John st, Adelphi 

Conaway, Rachel, Baltic st, Old st, St Lukes. Jan 24. Harris v Reed, 
¥.C. Malins. Nicholson, College hill 

Cooper, Thomas, Brookfield rd, South Hackney, Builder. Jan 23. 
Gooimen v Hammack, M.R. Keele, Frederick’a place, Old Jewry 

Coulson, William, Penzance, Cornwall, General Merchant. Jan 22. 
Coulson v York, M.R. Borlase, Penzauce 

Holden, Thomas, Nether Thurwaston, Derby, Farmer. Feb 1. Hol- 
den v Holden, M.R. Leech, Derby 

Howard, Sir Ralph, Belgrave mansions. Grosvenor gardens, Baronet. 
Jan 23. Fraser v Petre, M.R. Gatliff, Finsbury circus 

Jones, William Henry. Borough High st, Southwark, Leather Seller. 
Jan 3i. Jones v Margetson, V.C, Malins. Malilam, Staple inn, 
Holbora 

Richards, Willism, Penzance. Cornwall, Gent. Jan 19. Richards v 
Richards, M.R. Tyake, He'ston 

Whyte. William John, Norfolk crescent, solicitor. Feb 1. Stein v 
Whyte, V.C. Hall. Collisson, Bedford row 


Tovrspar, Dec. 30, 1873. 
Booth, Edward, Manchester, Gum and Starch Manufacturer. Feb 7. 
Browninz v Baldwin, V.C. Bacon. Paze, Manchester 
Farivar, Jan. 2, 1874. 
Allen, Nicholas Bowen, Torvole, Brecon, Merehant. Feb2. Allen v 
Lewis, V.C. Malins. Rees, Aberdare 
Cheke, John Mosely Gilbert, Bancoorah, Bengal. March 19. Dixon v 
Harrison, U.R. Plews, Old Jewry chambers 
Hawes, Henry, Foochow. China, Captain. Peb 2 (United Kingdom). 
Hawes vy Hawes, V.C. Bacon. Boyer, Old Jewry caambers 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Faipar, Dec. 26, 1872. 

Barwell, Amelia, Bounds green, Colney Hatch. Jan 31. Wordsworth 
and Co, South Sea House 

Beet, Richard, Nuneaton, Warwick, Farmer. Feb 1. Wood. Nuneaton 

Douglas, Catharioa Margaret Harriet, Fairford grove, Keanington 
lane. Jan20. Giriweot. Veruiam buildings Gray's inn 

Faulkser, George Nunn, Wargrave, near Henley-on-Thames, Eeq. 
Feb 12. Gregory, Rowcliffes, and Rawle, Bedford row 

Flower, William, Stanton’s Farm, Kingsclere, Southampton, Gent. 
March 12. Cave Newbury 

Giadwe!), William, Stratford, Hasex. Jan 23. Lowes. Walbrook 

Gowe, Hanneh Harriet. Portis Green, Hornsey, Jan 16. Sutcliffe and 

6. New Bridge st 

Hallen, Deborah, Sloagh Parm, Gwernessney, Monmouth. March 6. 
Biount and Days, Usk 

Hast, overt, Chaiton King's, Gloucestershire, Esq, Feb 27, 
Chapman, Bigg’ eswade 

Neal, James, Commmerial rd, Coal Merchant. Yeb 24, Smith, Stenning 
and C:t:, Aidermanbury 

Samucioos, Aletander, Cornisiii, Civil Engineer. Feb 16. Brandon, 
Kesex #1, Strand 

Bidgwick, Thomas, West Hartlepool, Luriam, Innkeeper. Feb 1. 
Bei, West Hertiepooi 

Melb, Henry, Preston, Lancashire, Bootmaker. Veo 13. Cattley aud 
Fryer, Preston 

a Witian, Bantingsdaie, Balop, Haq. Yeb 14, Tucker and 

, Berle ws, Lancoie’s inn fields 
Thomas, Evan, Leverpou', Onapel House Keeper. JanB1. Gee, Liver- 


White. William, Anze! court, Mtrand, Gent, Jan 0%. Lowless and Co, 
Martin's jane, Cannon st 

Wittems, Henry Yolt, Cheitenham, Gloucester, Vq. April 1, 
GHG, Chdvenbamn 





Wikon, ion, Boutnyort, Larcamsine, Gent. Yeo 4. Heath and Bons, 
Mattar ¢¢ 


$< 


Tvespay, Dec 30, 1873, 
Adams, Joseph, Stainsby rd, Poplar,Gent. Jan 22. Angove, Alders. 
ite st 


8 
Bowe, George Sackville, Secundra Bagh, near Lucknow, East I 
Esq. Jan 24. Merediths and Co, New square, Lincoln's inn 


Cox, Edward Harden, Weymouth, Dorset, Shoemaker. Feb 25. 


Howard, Melcombe Regis 

Coxford, John Wiliam, Great Prescot st, Whitechapsl, Gent. Feb 24, 
Mitchell, Great Prescot st, Whitechapel 

Creaton, Mary Louisa, Whetstone, Middlesex. Jan6. Elliott, Verulam 
buildings, Gray’s inn 
vis, Joseph, Wapping, Coal Merchant. Jan 24. Hillearys ang 
Tunstall, Fenchurch buildings 

Dearden, John, Rochdale, Lancashire, Innkeep2r. Jan6. Holland, 
Rochdale 

Dymoke, John, Scrivelsby Court, Linceln. Feb 19. Gregory & (Cy, 
Bedford row 

Gladwell, William, Stratford, Essex. Jan 23. Lowes, Walbrook 

Haigh, 4nn, Milton-under-Wychwood, Chipping Norton. Feb 15, 
Venn, New inn, Strand 

Hart, William, Brighton, Esq. Jan 22. Hart and Co, Dorking 

Haghes, Henry, Pias Chambres, Hen/lan, Denbigh, Farmer. Jan 31, 
Gee, Liverpool P 

Marks, Thomas, Colleton Barton, Broadhembury, Devon, Farmer, 
Feb 2. Cox and Every, Honiton 

Moses, Joseph, Brampton, Cumberland, General Merchant. Feb 14, 
Hough, Carlisle 

Osborne, Charles, York terrace, Acacia rd, St John’s Wood, Gent. 
Feb 2. Venn, New inn, Strand 

Quigley, Peter, Salford, Lancashire, Estate Agent. March 10 
Weston and Co, Manchester ms 

Randle, Mary Anne, Ombersley, Worcester. Feb 19. Pidcock an@ 
Son, Worcester 

Round, George, Birmingham. Jeweller, Jan 31. Round, Tipton 

Sanders, Charles, Colchester, Essex, Corn Factor. Feb 20. Veley and 
Cunnington, Braintree 

Stepney, Samuel Minor, Gosport, Southampton, Messman. Feb 3, 
Blake, Portsea 

Williams, William, New Line, near Bacup, Lancashire, Boiler Maker, 
Jan 10. Grundy and Kershaw, Manchester 

Wolfe, William, Granby st. Hampstead rd, forage Master Royal Horse 
Guards. March 2, Gardiner, Uxbridge 


Fripay, Jan. 2, 1874. 


Amsinck, Major William, Richmond, Surrey. March 17. Finch and 
Co, Gray’s inn square 

Child, Frederick Samuel, Bath, Esq. Mirch l. Child, Old Jewry 
chambers 

Davies, Samuel, Litfield, Hereford, Yeoman. Feb 28. Bodenham 
and Temple, Kington 

Day, Mary Ann, Pinner, Middlesex. Jan 19. Walker, Fitzroy st 

Devereux, Thomas, Sutton, within Macclesfieid, Chester, Manufact 
Feb 12. Hand, Macclesfield 

Dillon, Frances Plura, Buckingham st, Strand. Feb 19. Gill and 
Bush, Bath 

Foster, Edward, Pelham st. Mile Eni New Town, Cow Keeper. Jan 
31. Perrin, King st, Cheapside 

Greenhill, Henry William, Northolt, Middlesex, Farmer. Jan 3l, 
Young ani Co, Essex at, Strand 

Gunter, Mary Ann, Southsea, Hants. Jan 24. Robinson and Watts, 
Dudley 

Hanby, George, Clapham rd, Esq. Feb 20, Tatham and Co, Lincoln's 
inn fields 

Hardwicke, Right Hon. Charles Philip, Earl of. Feb 10, Walker 
and Martineau, King’s rd Gray's inn 

Heywood, William Royiance, Old Trafford, near Manchester, Woollen 
Draper. March 25. Heywood, Manchester 

Hibberdine, Henry, Loughborough park, Brixton, Gent. Feb 10. 
Tamplin, and Co, Fenchurch st 

Hunt, William Oakes, Strattord-upon-Avon, Warwick, Gant, Feb7. 
dant, Stratford-npon- Avon 

Johnson, Mary, Yarm, York. Jan25. Fawcett and Co, Yarm 

McClure, Sir kobert Jolin Le Mesurier, Duke st, St. James's, Rear 
Admiral, R.N. Jan 30. Channtrell and Pollock, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Levers, Francis, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler. Feb 1. Elliott, 
Nottingham 

Morton, Henry, Wisbech, Cambridge, Corn Merchant. March 1 
Jackson, Wisbech 

Nesbitt, Elizabeth, Richmond, Surrey. Feo 11, Vandercom and Co, 
bush lane 

Nicholson, Jane, Kingston-npon-!lull, York, Bookseller, Jan $1, 
Houlston, Paternoster buildings 

Nixon, John, Harp lane, Tower st, Shipping Agent. Jan 2%, 
Wilkins & Co, St. Swithin’s lane 

Parkes, James Hopkins, Highgate, Aston juxts Birmingham, Maltster. 
April 1. Simeox, Birmingham 

Read, Henry, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, Gent. Aprill. Blake aad 
Co, Norwich 

Steele, John, Emsworth, Southampton, Bq. Fob 16, Rivington 
and Son, Fenchurch buildings 

Ward, Owen Florance Louis, Willey, Surrey, Esq. Jan 2, Ward, 
Farnham 

Webster, Anne Edwards, Nottingham. *eb1, B'liott, Nottingham 

Williams, John, West Broughton, Derby Gent. Feo 7. Dannett 
Uttoxeter 





Bankrupt, 
Faipay, Dec. 26, 74, 
Under the Bankruptey Act, 1869, 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
‘Todurrender in London, 
Bonbernard, Louts, St Bonet place, Gracechurch st, Diamond Dealer. 
Pet Dee 24, Vepys Jan aati? 
ows, James, Qason's 1d, Peckham, Outfitter, Pet Doo 23, Hazlitt 
dan oar tl 
Trenchard, George, Tittle britain, Cheese Vactor. Pet Dec 23, Pepys 
Jan 14 at 11,460 
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To Surrender in the Country. 


Fisher, Alfred, Gosport, Hants, Engineer. Pet Dec 19, 
th, Jan 31 at 12 
Hatebinson, Robert, Spennymoor, Durham, Grocer. Pet Dec 23. Mar- 
shall. Durham, Jan 9 at 11 
Musk, Robert, St Lawrence, Iiketshal!, Suffolk, Blacksmith. Pet Dec 22, 
Walker. Great Yarmouth, Jan 14 at 3 
jor, John, Facit, near Rochdale, Lancaster, Joiner. Pet Dec 23. 
3 Oldham, Jan 7 at 12 


Howard- 


- Wilson, Joseph, Altrincham, Chester, Boot Maker. Pet Dec 24. Kay 


Manchester, Jan 9 at 9.30 
Tvgspay, Dec, 30, 1873. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Oreditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
ToSurrender in the Country. 
Butler, Matthew, Sutton-in-Ashfield, Nottingham, Framework Knitter. 
Pet Dec 27, Patchitt. Nottingham, Jan l4arill 
Cockerton, Robert Blackburn, Houghton green, near Warrington, Lan- 
caster, Fellmonger. Pet Dec24. Nicholson. Warrington, Jan 12 
at 11.30 
Crawshaw, James, William Crawshaw, John Crawshaw, and John 
Taylor Stephenson, Elton, Lancaster, Drysalters. Pet Dec 24. 
Holden. Bolton, Jan 8 at 11 
Portch, William, Wheathampstead, Hertford, Publican. Pet Dec 19. 
Biagg. St Alban’s, Jan 14 at 12 
Woolf, Solomon, Birmingham, Pawnbroker. Pet Dec 23. 
Birmingham, Jan 12 at 2 
Farpay, Jan. 2, 1874. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, I869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Carter, Robert, Birmirgham, Jeweller. Pet Dec 23. Chauntler. 
mingham, Jan 19 at 12 
Dentz, James, Kingston-upon-Hull, Tobacconist. Pet Dec 29. Phillips. 
Kingston-upon-Hull, Jan 15 at 12 
Hockzema, Dirk Groonwold, and Johannes Van Ommeren, Manchester, 
Foreign Agents. Det Dec 30. Lister. Manchester, Jan 22 at 9.20 
, James, Holme, York, Innkeeper. Pet Dec 30. Phillips. 
ingston-upon- Hall, Jan 16 at 12 
Sadler, Harvey Henry, Heybridge, Beerseller. Pet Dec 23. 
Chelmsford, Jan 12 at 11 
TueEspAyY, Jan. 6, 1874. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Thompson, John, and Thomas Walker, Edgware rd, Upholsterers. Pet 
Jani. Pepys. Jan20at ll 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Cushing, James, Strand-on-the-Green, Chiswick, Builder, 
Ruston. Brentford, Jan 24 at 10 
Daniels, George Samuel, Warwick, Innkeeper. Pet Jan 2, 
Hall, 


Chauntler. 


Bir- 


Gepp. 


Pet Dee 31. 
Campbell, 
Ashton- 


Warwick, Jan 17 at 2 
lawton, Jarves, Glossop, Derby, Grocer. 
under-Lyne, Jan 22 at 11 
Tozer, John, Totnes, Devon, Boot Maker. 
Stonehouse, Jan 19 at 11 
Woodruff, Thomas Frederick, Deal, Kent, Grocer. 
way. Canterbury, Jan 23 at 2.30 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Tuespar, Dec. 23, 1873. 
Allaway, Stephen, Woolston, Southampton, Gent. Dec 19 
, George Bland, Fourpost, Southampton, Tutor. Dec 19 
FripayY, Dec, 26, 1873. 
Finch, John, Ramsgate, Kent, Publican, Deo 22 
Tuxspay, Dec. 30, 1873. 
Oldham, John, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Grocer, Dec 15 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Tusspay, Dec, 30, 1873. 
Allard, Maurice, Tewkesbury, Gloucester, Saddler, Jan 9 at Llat offices 
of Moores and Romney, ‘Tewkesbury 
Anderson, Mary, Wellingborough, Northampton, Jan 9 at 2 at the 
Angel Hotel, Wellingborough. Dolman and Colegrave 


Pet Jan 3. 
Pet Jan 3. East 


Calla- 


Pearce. 


Pet Dec 31. 


Atkinson, William Henry, and James Atkinson, Manchester, Fancy 
Goods Importers. Jan 19 at3at offices of Sampson, South King st, 
Manchester 


Barrett, Arthur, Bradford, York, Woollen Draper. Jan 7 at 12 at 
Offices of Blackburn, Prece Hall yard , Bradford. Mumford, Bradford 
t, Thomas, Aldbourn, Wilts, Baker. Jan 5 at ll at the Three 
Swans Hotel, Hungerford. Lucas, Newbury 
Blundell, Frederick, Belbroughton, Worcester, Miller. Jan & at 12.30 
atthe Golden Cross Hotel, Bromagrove. Collis, Stourbridge 
» Mary, Cambridge, Lodging house Keeper. Jan 12 at Liat 
offices of Ellison and Burrows, Alexandra st, Potty Cury, Cambridge 
am, Henry James, Cologne rd, New Wandsworth, out of bueiness, 
12 at 3 at offices of Hieklin and Washington, Trinity square, 


Buer, Joseph Bradbury, Kingston, Surrey, Auctioneer, Jan 9 at 3 at 
offices of Knight, Newgate at 
ne, Robert, Ramagate, Kent, Mariner, Jan 19 at 1 at offices of 
Doyloand Hawards, Carey at, Lincoln's inn, Delasaux, Canterbury 
: John Henry, Hungerford, Berks, Grocer, Jan 6 at Qat ofticesof 
Olle and Loatherdale, Old Jewry chambers, Harling Fleet st 
Coombs, Alfred John, tyde, Hampshire, Baker, Jan 12 at 3at the 


Pee Hotel, Southeea 
Robert Joseph. Liverpoo!, Chemist, Jan 6 at 2 atolices of Ktty, 
Lord at, Liverpool 








Franklin, Frederick William, Queen’s rd, Croydon, 
11 at offices of Berry and Co, Farringdon st. Knight, N st 

Franklin, Morris Levy, Manchester, Italian Warehouseman. Jan 14 at 
3 at offices of Rylance, Essex st. Manchester 

rook, Edward, Liverpool, Wine Merchant. Jan 15 at 2 at offices 
= Holt, ee court, Castle st, Liverpool. Bartlett and Atkinson, 
verpoo 

Glazebreok, Thomas Twanbr ook, sen, Edward Glazebrook, and Thomas 
Twanbrook Glazebrook, jun, Liverpool, Wine Merchants. Jan Sat 12 
at offices of Sandeman and Co, St Swithin’s lane. Bartlett and At- 
kinson, Liverpool 

Glazebrook, Thomas Twanbrook, sen, Liverpool, Wine Merchant. Jaa 
15 at 1 at offices of Holt, Union court, Castle st, Liverpool. Bartlett 
and Atkinson, Liverpool 

Glazebrook, Thomas Twanbrook, jun, Liverpool, Wine Merchant. Jan 
15 at 3 at officesof Holt, Union court, Castle st, Liverpoo). Bartlett 
and Atkinson, Liverpool 

Gould, John William, Radstock, Somerset, Grocer. Jan 10 at 12 at the 
Temperance Hotel, Radstock. Dunn and Payne, Frome 

Gran, Johann Heinrich, Great Tichfield st, Oxford st, Cabinet Maker. 
Jan i6 at 2 at offices of Nutt, Brabant court, Philpot lane 

Harding, David, Lower Beeding, Sussex, Bricklayer. Jan '4 at3 at 
the King’s Head Hotel, Horsham. Medwin and Co, Horsham 

Hearon, George, Leeds, Builder. Jan 12 at 3 at offices of Oraven, East 
Parade, Leeds 

Hills, Edwin John, Cambridge, Paperhanger. Jan 9 at 12 at offices of 
French, St Andrew’s hill, Cambridge 

Humphries, Evan, Cwmbach, Glamorgan, Coal Miner. 
office of Beddoe, Aberdare 

Illingworth, Thomas, Batley, York, Provision Dealer. Jan 9 at 10.15 
at offices of Scholes and Son, Leeds rd, Dewsbury 

Joel, Mary Ann, and David Griffiths, Sheffield, Manufacturers. Jan 6 
at 2 at the Cutier’s Ha!!, Church st, Sheffield. Allen, Sheffield 

Jones, John, Bronycelyn, Denbigh, Joiuer. Jan 14 at 12 at offices of 
James, Llanrwst 

Judson, William Stapleton, Rainton, York, Farmer. Jan 14at i at 
the Royal Oak Hotel, Kirkgate, Ripon. Simpsonand Barrell 

Knowles, Thomas, Seymour st, Euston square, Chemist. Jan 7 atl at 
offices of Harcourt, King’s rd, Bedford row 

Lumb, James, Bradford, York, Grocer. Jan 9 at 3 at offices of Burnley, 
Queensgate, Bradford 

Nicholson, George Henry, Manchester, Commission Agent. Jan 17 at 
3 at offices of Pritchard and Englefield, Painter's Hall, Little Trinity 


lane. Hinde and Co, Manchester 
Ogden, Heth, Castleford, York, Engineer. Jan 10 at ! at office of Hard- 
Jan 12 at 3 at offices ef 


Grocer. Jan 10 at 
ewgate 


Jan 9 at lat 


wick, Bear lane, Leeds 

Pike, Samuel, Ramsgate, Kent, Mariner. 
Walford, High st, Ramsgate 

Pocock, Henry, Belitha villas West, Barnsbury, Cierk. Jaa 12 at 3 at 
offices of Stokes, Chancery lane 

Pratt, Matthew Taylor, Nottingham, Shawl Manufacturer. Jan 13 at 12 
at offices of Preston, Victoria buildings, Nottingham 

Taylor, James, Blackpool, Lancashire, Draper. Jan 9 at 3 at8, York st, 
Manchester. Charnley, Blackpool 

Terry, Edward, Deal, Kent, Hop Factor. Jan 13 atl at the King’s 
Arms {nn, Sandwich. Emmerson, Sandwich 

Thompson, Josevh, Bootle, near Liverpool, out of business. Jan 9 at 
2 at offices of Tyrer and Co, North John st, Liverpool 

Turner, Charles, Bris‘o!, Fruit and Fish Merchant. Jan l2at 1 at offices 
of Williams and Co, Exchange, Bristol. Brittan and Co, Bristol 


Frrnay, Jan. 2, 1874. 

Abrahamson, Charles, East Stonehouse, Devon, General Dealer. 
15 at 1) at officas of Elworthy and Uo, Courtenay st, Plymoath 

Adams, William James, Alfred William Adams, and Frederick Eden- 
borough, Benet’s place, Gracechureh st, Merchants. Jan l4at? at 
the City Terminus Hotel, Cannon st. Campbell and Beaumont, 
Cannon st 

Almond, Clark, Westow st, Upper Norwood, Carpenter. Jan 20 at 11 
at 2, Westow st, Upper Norwood 

Balls, Harold Griffin, Cambridge, Currier. Jan 16 at 2 at offices of 
Ellison and Burrows, Alexandra st, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Barfield, Samnel, Leicester, Sculptor. Jan 15 at 12 at office of Harveys 
Pocklington’s walk, Leicester 

Barlow, Robert, Preston, Lancashire, Grocer. Jan 16 at 2 at office of 
Taylor, Winckley st, Preston 

Beer, Herbert Edward, Deal, Kent, Wine Merchant. Jan 16 atl at 
offices of Doyle and Edwards, Carey st, Lincoin’s inn. Delasaux, 
Canterbury 

Bell, Edward, March, Cambridge, Bricklayer. Jan 21 at 12 at the 
County Court house, March. Dawbdarn, jun, Maren 

Biggs, Charles, Charterhouse lane, Builder. Jaa 28 at 3 at offices of 
Heathfield, Lincoln's inn fields 

Bower, David Farrer, Leeds, Iron Manafacturer. 
of Pullan, Baak chambers, Park row, Leeds 

Brown, Themas, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Draper. 
of Wheeler, Portland st, Cheltenham 

Bulley, William Thomas, Great Yarmoath, Norfolk, Carpenter. Jan 
23 at 12 at office of Blake, Hall Quay chambers, Great Yarmouth. 
Palmer, Great Yarmouth 

Chawner, Jobn, Leicester, Hosiery Manu‘actarer. 
offices of Freer and Co, New st, Leicester 

Dunbodin, Richard, Warrington, Lancashire, Joiuer, 
office of Davies and Co, Bewsey st, Warringtea 

Ellis, John, Liverpool, Beot Maker, Jaa MM at 3 at effices of Gidsen and 
Bolland, South John st, Liverpool. Harvey and Alsop, Liverpesl 

Evans, David Morier, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st, Newspaper Proprietor, 
Jan 12 atthe London Tavern, Bishopsgate st (ta liea of the place 
originally named) 

Evans, Edwin, Slough, Buckingham, Liceased Vietaatler, Jan 14 at 
Sat the Crown Hotel, Sough, Frogeatt, Argyll at 

Fagg. George Quested, Holloway rd, Boot Maker, Jan 12 at 2 at oftee 
of Vernede, Craven at, Strand 

Goodwin, Raward Morton, Ferryside, Carmarthen, Architect, Jan 26 
at 12 at the Guildhall, Carmarthen, Soames, New twa, Strand 

Haden, John, Birmingham, Lamp Manatactirer, Jaa 18 at Sat offioes 
of Wright and Marshall, New st, Birminghar 


Jan 


Jan 15 at 12 at offices 
Jan 19 at 3 at office 


Jan W at lat 


Jan 16 at Sat 
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Haydock, John, Blackburn, Lancashire, Draper. Jan 16 at 11 at office 
of Darley, Lord st West, Blackburn 

Hayhurst, John, Colne, Lancashire, Licensed Victualler. Jan 20 at 3 
at office of Southern and Nowell, Hargreaves st, Burnley 

Hensman, John, Ampthill, Bedford, Machinist. Jan 9 at 4 at offices of 
Stimson, Mill st, Bedford 

Hodge, Alfred, Brotton, York, Draper. Jan 19 at 2 at offices of Gibson, 
Mosley st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Pybus, jun, Newcastle-npon-Tyne 

Howard, David, and James Harrop Buckley, Saddleworth, York, 
Woollen Manufacturers. Jan 16 at 3 at the George Hotel, Hudders- 
field. Fox, Manchester 

Ivimey, Edward, Cornhill, Tailor. Jan 15 at 2 at the Masons’ Hall 
Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Miles 

Jackson, John, Croft, Lancashire, Licensed Victualler, Jan 19 at3 at 
offices of Davies and Co, Bewsey st, Warrington 

Kay, Robert, High st, Hampstead, Plumber. Jan 13 at 2 at offices of 
Preston, King Edward st, Newgate st 

Kesterton, Richard, Birmingham, Gun Case Manufacturer. Jan 19 at 
12 at offices of Powell, Temple st, Birmingham 

Leaton, Henry, Leicester, Printer. Jan 19 at 11 at the Lion and 
Dolphin Inn, Market place, Leicester. Petty, Leicester 

Lennox, Henry, Nottingham, Plasterer. Jan 16 at 12 at offices of Belk, 
Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Lethbridge, Sarah, Crediton, Devon, Shoemaker. Jan 17 at 11 at the 
Ship Inn, Crediton. Floud, Exeter 

Mackereth, James, Kendal, Westmorland, Joiner. Jan 15 at 11.30 at 
the Board Room, Market place, Kendal. Thomson, Kendal 

Mason, Martha, Prince’s Field Farm, Essex, Farmer. Jan 13 at 12 at 

offices of Jessopp and Gongh, Highbridge st, Waltham Abbey 

Meager, Joseph Charles, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Upholsterer. Jan 15 

at 2 at 14, King’s rd, Gray’sinn. Urry 

Morgan, George Joseph, Chippenham terrace, Harrow rd, Boot Maker. 
Jan 12 at 2 at offices of Marshall, Lincoln's inn fields 

Owen, Edward, Ffriddissa, Denbigh, Farmer, Jan 15 at 12 at the 

Saracen's Head Hotel, Cerrigydruidion. James, Corwen 

Paine, Alfred, Essex rd, Islington, Butcher. Jan 16 at 12 at offices of 
Sole and Co, Aldermanbury 

Peacock. John Thomas, Jamaica rd, Bermondsey, Licensed Victualle . 

Jan 16 at 2 at offices of Beard ana Son, Basinghall st 
Proudlove, Anne, Newark-upon-Trent, Nottingham, Hairdresser. Jan 
19 at 12 at the Ram Hotel, Newark-upon-Trent. Belk, Nottingham 

Rands, Elizabe:h, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Dealer in Boots. Jan 16 at 
2 atoffice of Urry, High st, Ventnor 

Rew, Robert May, Regent st. Jan 13 at 11 at offices of Davies and Co, 
Warwick st, Regeut st 

Roberts, William, Hendrellysan, Denbigh, Farmer. Jan 17 at 12 at the 
Cymro Inn, Llangwm 

Roydhouse, John, Kingsten-upon-Hull. 
field, Bowlailey lane, Hull 

Saber, Lewis, Liverpool, out of business. 
Nordon, Cook st. Liverpool 

Savage, Samuel, Christchurch, Sonchampton, . Janl4at3 
at office of Miller, Nicholas st, Bristol. Sharp, Christchurch 

Shipley, William Samnel, Pinngar, Leicester, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
Jan 23 at 12 atthe Guildha'l Tavern, Gresham st, Thurman 

Simpson, John Frederic, Leicester, Builder. Jan 19 at 12 at effices of 
Owston, Friar lane, Leicester 

Sladen, Eli, Swansea, Glamorgan, Boot Maker. Jan 12 at 2 attheStag 
and Phesant, ‘ eice-ter. Lewis, Swansea 

Smith, James, Old Weston. Huntingdon, Farmer. Jan 20 at 2 at offices 
of Richardson and Son, Thrapston 

Stansfield, Eliza, Idle, York, Grocer. Jan 5 at 11 at offices of Watson 
and Dickons, Victoria chambers, Market st, Bradford 

Strachan, Thomas Maire, Bristol, Clerk in Holy Orders. Jan 15 at] at 
oe Williams and Co, Exchange, Bristol. Brittan and Co, 

ris. 

Thompson, William Oswell, Slough, Bucks, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
Jan 15 at 12 at the Guildhall Coffee house, Gresham st. Barrett and 
Dean, Slough 

Trieb, Jean, Noble st, Commission Agent. Jan 29 at 1 at offices of 
Van Sandau and Cumming, King st, Cheapside 

Turner, John, Edwalton, Nottingham, Farmer. Jan 20 at 12 at offices 
of Brittle, St Peter’s gate, Nottingham 

Turrell,Altred, Whitehead’s grove, Chelsea, Builder. Jan 9 at 3 at 
offices of Graham, John st, Bedford row. Turner, Lawrence lane 

Tyrrell, James, Harrow-on-the-Hill, Clothier, Jan 16 at 2 at offices of 
Clapham and Fitch, Bishopsgate Without 

Warr, Joseph, Tipton, Stafford, Retail Brewer. Jan 13 at 11 at offices 
of Travis, Church lane, Tipton 

White, Isaac Robert, Wroot, Lincoln, Blacksmith, Jan 13 at 12 at 
offices of Shirley and Atkinson, St George gate, Doncaster 

Wilkinson, Henry, Burnley, Lancashire, Mechanic. Jan 17 at 11 at 
offices of Baldwin, Ormerod st, Burnley 

Wootton, Wil iam, Shefford, Bebford, Plumber, Jan 14 at 2 at the Inns 
of Court Hotel, Holborn. Conquest, Bedford 

Wordingham, John, Old Buckenbam, Norfolk, Farmer. Jan 14 at 2 at 
offices of Winter and Fraucis, St Giles’ st, Norwich 

Worthington, Alfred, Aberystwith, Cardigan, Photographer. Jan 15 at 
12 at offices of Bulden, Southampton buildings, Chancery lane. 
Jones, Aberystwith 

Wright, John, King’s place, Cemmercial rd East, Boot Manufacturer. 
Jan 19 at 2 at offices of Chalk, Moorgate st 


Tugspay, Jan, 6, 1874. 

Allsworth, Ralph Joseph, Brompton, Kent, Grocer. Jan 21 at 3 at 
Office of Basset, Garden st, Brompton 

Anderson, Edwin, Kuffords’ buildings, High st, Islington, Tobacconist, 
Jan 17 at 2 at office of Steadman, Coleman st 

Balis, Harold Griffin, and George Curtis, Cambridge, Curriers. Jan 20 
at 3 at office of Nicholson, Londun Bridge Railway approach. 
Eljison and Burrows, Cambridge 

Bal!s, Harold Griffin, Cambridge, Carrier. Jan 21 at 11 at the Lion 
Hotel, Cambridge. Ellison and Burrows, Cambridge 

Blackburn, John, Tudhoe grange, near Spennymoor, Durham, Joiner. 
Jan 20 at ll at 40, Fore Bondgate, Bishop Auckland. Maw, jun 

Cadman, William Emmott, and Wallace Cadman, Lister mews, 
panenny rd, Designers. Jan 16 at 12 at offices of Chubb, Bucklers- 

ory 


Jan 13 at 3 at office of Hear- 
Jan 16 at 3 at office o 


Sh 1, 








SSS 

Chamberlain, Hugh Goodman, Leicester, hing fof Manufacturer, 
Jan 19 at 8 at offices of Owston, Friar lane, Leicester Be 

Chandler, Richard Thomas, Stafford, Draper. Jan 8 at 11 at the 
of the Home Trade Association, York st, Manchester (in lieu ot the 
place originally named) 

Cheale, John, Fairwarp, Maresfield, Sussex, Builder. Jan 17 at 12 at 
the Bear Hotel, Cliffe, Lewes 

Childs, Jonah, Haberdasher st, Hoxton, Builder, Jan 17 atl) at 
offices of Booth, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Clark, William Robert, Westmorland rd, Cam berwell, Cheesemonger, 
Jan 17 at 2 at office of Holmes, Eastcheap 

Curtis, George, Cambridge, Currier. Jan 21 at 3.30 at offices of Ell. 
son and Burrows, Cambridge 

Davies, William, Swansea, Glamorgan. Jan 22 at 3a t offices of Morris, 
Rutland st, Swansea 

Davies, William James, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Furniture Dealer. Jan 
20 at 2 at offices of Barnard and Co, Crockherbtown, Cardiff. Stephens, 
Cardiff 

Dixon, Richard, Brandon Colliery, Durham, Miner. Jan 28 at 11 atthe 
Station Hotel, Durham. Brignal!, jun, Durham 

Du Pre, Edward, King’s Cliffe, Northampton, Clerk in Holy Orders, 
Jan 15 at 12 at the Wentworth Hotel, Peterborough. Stapleton 

Eales, Ellen, Birmingham, Dealer in Fancy Goods. Jan 16 at 12 a 
office of Slade, Cherry st, Birmingham. Kennedy, Birmingham 

Esser, Augustus, Manchester, Importer of Fancy Goods, Jan 21 at9 
at office of Phillips, Brown st, Manchester 

Freeling, James Edward, Bideford, Devon, Gent. Jan 19 at 12at Bath 
House, Bideford. Smale 

Gibson, Martha, Bishopston, Horfield, Gloucester, Widow. Jan 21 at 
12 at offices of Hancock and Co, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol. King, 
Bristol 

Gilbertson, Richard, Liverpool, Baker. Jan 21 at 3 at offices of Ponton, 
Vernon chambers, Vernon st, Liverpool 

Goodwins, Josiah, and Stephen Goodwins, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, 
Millers. Jan 27 at 2 at office of Vernede, Craven st, Strand 

Hall, Henry John, and James Lyer, Bristol, Dyewood Manufacturers, 
Jan 19 at 1 at offices of Wilton, Westgate buildings, Bath 

Herbert, John Edward, Bradford, York, Tool Maker. Jan 20 at 1! at 
oftice of Peel and Gaunt, Chapel lane, Bradford 

Hicks, Thomas, Bristol, Draper. Jan 14 at 2 at offices of Beckingham, 
Albion chambers, Broad st, Bristol 

Holstins, Nils Wilhelm, Falmouth, Cornwall, Licensed Beer Seller. Jan 
20 at 3 at offices of Genn and Nalder, Charch st, Falmouth 

Munter, Leonard, Worthing, Sussex, Hotel Heeper. Jan 22 at 2at 
offices of Clennell, Great James st, Bedford row. Brondreth, 
Brighton 

James, James Fison, Ilfracombe, Devon, Baker. Jan 20 at 2 at offices 
of Thorne, Castle st, Barnstaple 

Jeavone, Jub, Dudley, Worcester, out of business. Jan 15 at 12 at offices 
of Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Jeplhicoat, George, Birmingham, Hosier. Jan 23 at 3 at offices of Row- 
lands and Co, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Jones, Herbert, Earnley, Sussex, bricklayer. Jan 19 at 3 at offices of 
Janman, Chichester 

Joves, Richard, Birmingham, Boot Manufacturer, Jan 20 at 11 at office 
of Dake, Christ Church passage, Birmingham 

Jordan, Frederick Poyner, Gloucester, Tailor. Jan 22 at 12 at the Bell 
Horel, Suuthgate st, Gloucester. Smith, Gloucester 

Leake, Thomas. Preston, Lancashire, Upholsterer. Jan 16 at 2 at office 
of Watson and Son’s Auctions Rooms, Fishergate, Preston. Cunliffe 
and Watson, Preston 

Marriott, Joseph, Camberwell New rd, Clerk. Jan 20 at 1 at offices of 
Lindo, King’s Arms yard, Moorgate et 

Millard, James Dodirell, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Tailor. Jan 20 at 3 
at offices of Wheeler, Portlaud st, Cheltenham 

Marray, John, Manchester, Ir Jan 16 at 3 at the Swan Inn, 
Shudehill, Manchester. Whitlow, Manchester 

Norton, William, Walsall, Stafford, Butcher. Jan 19 at 11 at offices of 
Stanley, Bridge st, Walsall 

Oakes, Thomas William Smith, Austin Friars, Merchant. Jan 21 at 12 
at offices of Harding and Co, Old Jewry. Upton and Co, Austin 
Friars 

Rose, John, New Church r¢, Camberwell, Timber Dealer. Jan 19 at 3 
at offices of Silvester, Great Dover st, Southwark 

Rose, William, Lincoln, Cordwainer. Jan 22 at 11 at offices of Jay, 
Bank st, Lincoln. Page, jun, Lincoln 

Satierthwaite, Samuel, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Commission 
Agent. Jan2] at 2 at offices of Maher and Poncis, Upper Temple st, 
Birmingham 

Shackleton, John Farrer, Goole, York, Shipping Agent. Jan 23 at 3 at 
offices of Fernandes aud Gill, Crose square, Wakefield 

Simpson, Joseph) frederick, Manchester, Manufacturer of Fancy Boxes, 
Jan 21 at 3 at offices of Minor, Brown st, Manchester 

Smither, Charlotte, Richmond, Surrey, Grocer. Jan 16 a: 3 at the 
Guildhall Coffee house, Gresham st. Chipperfield and Sturt, Trinity 
st, Southwark 

Tappenden, Edward, Torquay, Devon, Draper. Jan 28 at 12 at officesot 
Carter and Son, Abbey rd, Torquay 

Towle, Joseph, Hanley, Stafford, Greengrocer. ‘Jan 15 at 10.15 at offices 
of Hollinshead, % unstall 

Trott, Thomas, Yarcombe, Devon, Builder. Jan 15 at 1 at the Drake’s 
Arms, Yarcombe. Tweed, Honiton 

Ward, Esther Leonard, Scarborough, York, Loiging house Keeper, 
Jan 17 at 11 atoffices of Williamson, Newborough st, Scarborough 





UNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant items 
of the Undertaker’s bill have Jong operated as an oppressive tax 

upon all classes of the community. With a view of applying remey 
$) this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS COMPANY, when 
opening their extensive cemetery at Woking, held themselves prep! 
to undertake the whole duties relating to interments at fixed 
moderate scales of charge, from which survivors may choose according 
$o their means and the requirements of the case, The Company also 
undertakes the conduct of Funerals to other cemeteries, and to all parte 
of the United Kingdom, A pamphlet containing full pertioulars Gm, 
be obtained, or wili be forwarded, upon application to the Chiet Office, 
Lancaster-place, Strand, W.C, 
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